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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  78 


AMENDS  THE  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 »  Amends  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read;  "Title  V- 
Agricultural  Workers"  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  production 
of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural  workers  from  the 
Republic  of  Mexico  (pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Republic  of  Mexico). 

The  Secretary  of  labor  is  authorized  to  (l)  recruit  such  workers; 

(2)  establish  and  operate  reception  centers;  (3)  to  provide  trans¬ 
portation  for  such  workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside  the  con¬ 
tinental  United^  States  to  such  receiption  centers  and  return  trans¬ 
portation  after  termination  of  employment;  (4)  to  provide  such  workers 
with  such  subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and  burial  expenses 
(not  to  exceed  -$150  burial  expenses  in  any  one  case)  while  workers 
are  at  reception  centers;  (5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers 
in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  employment;  (6)  to  guaran¬ 
tee  the  performance  by  employers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts 
relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  furnishing  of  transportation. 
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INDEX  AND  SUMMARY  OF  HISTORY  ON  S.  984 


February  27 ,  1951 

S.  984  was  introduced  by  Sen.  Ellender  and 
was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  Print  of  Bill  as  introduced. 

Remarks  of  author. 

Fiarc  h  13,  1951 

Hearings: 

April  11,  1951 

Reported  with  amendments.  (S.  Report  214). 
Print  of  bill  as  reported. 

April  25,  1951 

Made  unfinished  business. 

April  26,  1951 

Began  debate 

April  27,  1951 

Continued  debate 

April  30,  1951 

Continued  debate 

May  1,  1951 

Continued  debate 

May  2,  1951 

Continued  debate 

May  4,  1951 

Continued  debate 

May  7,  1951 

Passed  Senate  with  amendments.  Print  of 
bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate. 

June  27,  1951 

Passed  House  with  language  of  H.R.  3233 
inserted. 

June  28,  1951 

House  and  Senate  conferees  appointed. 

June  29,  1951 

Conferees  agreed  to  file  report. 

June  30,  1951 

Both  Houses  agreed  to  Conference  Report. 
House  Report  668. 

July  12,  1951 

Approved.  Public  Law  78. 

July  13,  1951 

House  Document  192.  President’s  message. 
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82d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  984 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  27  (legislative  day,  January  29) ,  1951 

Mr.  Ellender  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 


A  BILL 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

)  3  That  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding 

4  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows : 

5  “TITLE  V— AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

6  “Sec.  501.  Eor  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  pro- 

7  duction  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  as  the 

8  Secretary  of  Agriculture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying 

9  agricultural  workers  from  foreign  countries  within  the  West- 

10  ern  Hemisphere  (pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the 

11  United  States  and  such  countries)  or  from  Hawaii  or  Puerto 

12  Rico,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 
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“(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including  any  such 
workers  temporarily  in  the  United  States)  ; 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception  centers  at 
or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry  of  such  workers  into 
the  continental  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  receiv¬ 
ing  and  housing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  departure  from, 
the  continental  United  States; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such  workers 
from  recruitment  centers  outside  the  continental  United 
States  to  such  reception  centers  and  transportation  from 
such  reception  centers  to  such  recruitment  centers  after 
termination  of  employment; 

“(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such  subsist¬ 
ence,  emergency  medical  care,  and  burial  expenses  (not 
exceeding  $150  burial  expenses  hi  any  one  case)  as  may 
be  or  become  necessary  during  transportation  authorized 
by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such  workers  are  at  recep¬ 
tion  centers ; 

“( 5 )  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers  in  ne¬ 
gotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  employment  (such 
workers  being  free  to  accept  or  decline  agricultural 
emplojunent  with  any  eligible  employer  and  to  choose 
the  type  of  agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricultural  em- 
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ployment  to  any  workers  of  their  choice  not  under  con¬ 
tract  to  other  employers )  ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  employers 
of  provisions  of  such  contracts  relating  to  the  payment 
of  wages  or  the  furnishing  of  transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  he  made  available  under 
this  title  to  any  employer  unless  such  employer  enters  into 
an  agreement  with  the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against  loss 
by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of  such  employer’s  contracts; 

“(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  expenses 
incurred  by  it  in  the  recruitment  and  transportation  of 
workers  under  this  title  in  such  amounts,  not  to  exceed 
$20  per  worker,  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  United 
States  and  such  employer ;  and 

“(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in 
which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to  the  reception  center 
in  accordance  with  the  contract  entered  into  under  section 
501  (5),  an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  returning  such 
worker  from  the  place  of  employment  to  such  reception 
center,  less  any  portion  thereof  required  to  be  paid  by 
other  employers. 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall  he 
available  for  employment  in  any  area  unless  the  Director  of 
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State  Employment  Security  for  such  area  has  determined  and 
certified  that  (1)  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place 
needed  to  perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to 
be  employed,  and  (2)  the  employment  of  such  workers  will 
not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions  of 
domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  employed. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this  title  who  are 
not  citizens  of  the  United  States  shall  be  admitted  to  the 
United  States  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already 
in,  and  otherwise  eligible  for  admission  to,  the  United  States 
shall  be  permitted  to  remain  therein)  for  such  time  and  under 
such  conditions  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Attorney  General 
but,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  or  regulation, 
no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which  imposes  liability 
upon  any  person  for  the  failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart 
from  the  United  States  upon  termination  of  employment. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 

Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural 
workers  under  contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with 
title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 
“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
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Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
a  new  subparagraph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural 
workers  under  contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with 
title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 
“  (c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provisions  of  this  title 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2 
of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  13'2) . 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  is  authorized —  — 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal  and 
State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursuant  to  such  agreement's) 
the  facilities  and  services  of  such  agencies ;  and  to  allo¬ 
cate  or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reimburse 
such  agencies  for  expenses  in  connection  therewith ; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncom¬ 
pensated  services;  and 

“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic 
agricultural  labor  force,  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  in  negotiating  and  carrying  out  agreements  or 
arrangements  relating  to  the  employment  in  the  United 
States,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws,  of  agricultural 
workers  from  foreign  countries  within  the  Western 
Hemisphere. 
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“Sec.  508.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“  ( 1 )  The  term  ‘agricultural  employment’  includes 
services  or  activities  included  within  the  provisions  of 
section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code,  as  amended,  horticultural  employment,  cotton 
ginning  and  compressing,  crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and  the 
packing,  canning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other  processing 
of  perishable  or  seasonable  agricultural  products. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘employer’  includes  associations  or 
other  groups  of  employers. 

“Sec.  509.  Ho  workers  shall  he  made  available  under 
this  title  for  employment  after  December  31,  1952.” 
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OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE  OF  BUDGET  AND  FINANCE  Issued  Feb.  28,  1951 

Division  of  Legislative  Reports  For  actions  of  Fcl.  27,  1951 


(For  Department  staff  only) 

Agricultural  inports. ... .20 
Agricultural  investiga¬ 
tions  . 8 

Anur  our  iat  ions . 9 

Civil  defense . 33 

Claims . 17,24,26 

Conner ce . . . 11 

Dairy  indust ry . : ....  29 

Daylight  saving  tine . 13 

cfense  contracts . 26 

education . 10 

ectrif  i  cation' . 35 

Frrn  production . Postal  rates . .  .  .  .  .12 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  delated  Military  training  bi-llt  Senate  received  nonination  of 

•Panspeck  to  he  a  Civil  Service  Commissioner.  House  Pules  Committee  reported  reso¬ 
lution  to  authorize  Agriculture  .Committee  to  investigate  agricultural  nohilizrtion* 
Ren.  Cannon  smoke  in  favor  of  "one— package”  appropriation  hill  and  discussed  subcom¬ 
mittee  ratios  with  Pen.  Martin.  Sen.  Ellender  introduced  and  discussed  hill  for 
importation  of  fa,rm  labor.  Sen.  Ilrgnpso-n  introduced  hill  to  amend  Sec.  22,  re  ag¬ 
ricultural  imports.  SCUTATE 

MILITARY  TRAINING,  Began  dehate  on  S.  1,  the  military-training  select ive-service 

.11  (pn.  1615-31,  1642-53). 


CONTENTS 

Farm  program.  .  .  . . ,7 

Fuels . l6 

Government  op  era  t  io  ns . . .  21- 

Inf  lot  ion. . 4 

Lahof . ’. . 10,23 

farm . 18,31 

Lands,  reclamation. .. .6 , 34 

Livestock  and  neat. ..... .5 

Military  training. .:.... .1 

nomination . : . *.  .  .  2 

Organization,  executive. 25 
Personnel . 1 . 2 


82nd-lst,  No,  35 

Prices,  control ....  4, l4,  22 

support . .. . 20 

Purchasing . .15,  26 

Reports . 16 

Selective  service . 32 

Small  business. . . 15 

Social  security . 2J 

Soil  conservation . ,30 

Taxation . 28 

Trade,  foreign . 3j24 

Transportation . 75 

Weed  control . 19 

Wildlife . 24 


2.  NOMINATION.  Received  the  nomination  of  Robert  Ramspeck  to  he  a  Civil  .Service 
Commissioner  (p.  1654). 


TRADE  AGRETKE NTUN^  Sen.  Malone  snoke  against  the  reciprocal  tphd 
gram  and  in  favor  bf  S.  981,  the  ^flexible  import  fee”  hill  (pp,  1631-42) • 


e  agreement  pro- 


4*  ECOITCMIC  STABILIZATION.  Sep.,  Wiley  said  the  admin ij^at ion  should  do  more  to 
fight  inflation  (p.  1615). 


5.  FOOT-AND-MOUTH  DISEASE.  Received  a  resolution  from  the  S.  Dale.  Legislature 

favoring  continuation  of  the  foct-and-fotfuth  disease  campaign  (p.  l6c6). 

6.  RECLAMATION-,  Sen.  Butler,  Uehr.j  inserted  various  resolutions  by  the  Nebraska 

Reclamation  Association  (pp*  loOS— 9). 

7*  FARMERS  UNION.  Sen.  Butler,  Nehr.,  inserted  various  resolutions  by  the  Farmers 
Educational  and  Cooperative  State  Union  of  Nebraska  (pp.  I609-IO/. 

EOTISS 

8.  AGRICUI  Jf  INFEST IGAT IONS.  Tie  Rules  Committee  renorted  with  amend  meat  H.  Res, 

99,  .tc  horize  the  Agriculture  Committee  to  investigate  all. natters  within 

irisdiction  and  agriculture  in  relation  to  defense  mobilization  (K.  Rcp't. 


APPROPRIATES.  Ren.  Cannon,  Ho.,  spoke  in  favor  of  a  Pone-package"  appronria/ 
tion  kill,  discussing  the  natter  with  Hep.  Taker,  IT.  U* ,  and  others,  and  die- 
cussed  with  Ren.  Martin,.  Mass.  *  ,t^e  .ratio  of  Democrats  and  Republicans  on  suk- 
coonitt ees  of  the  Annronr iat ions  Commit  tee.  .  Ren.  Cannon  inserted  various  nows— 
"naper  articles  and  editorials  favoring  the- omnibus  appropriation  kill.  (pp» 
io65-S4). 


10. 


SUJChRlOT;  LA30R.  The. Rules  Connittee  reported  with  amendment  E,  Res.  73»  to 
authorize,  the  Education  and  Lakor  Connittee  to  investigate  natters  within  its 
jurisdiction  (H.  Kept.  I7S)  (p.  lb£>5)» 
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COMMERCE.  The'  Rales  Committee  reported  with  amendment  H.  Res.  to  authorize 
the  Interstate 'and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  to  investigate  natters  within 
its  jurisdiction  (H.  Rent.  177)  (p*  l6S5)» 


POSTAL  RATES.  Received  the  President  * s  message  reconnendin.  that  postal  rates 
ke  increased  sufficiently  to  reduce  the  postal  deficit;  to  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service  Connittee  (E.  Roc.  $5)  (pp«  l660— l).  Tpe  message  was  also  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  Senate  (p*  1S31). 


13- 


DAYLIGHT  SAVIHG  TIME.  The  tfediciary  Subcommittee  of  the  -R.  C.  Connittee  report¬ 
ed  to  the  full  committee  without  r ecomnendationyS.  R.  2SlI,  'authorizing  day¬ 
light  saving  tine  in  R.  C.  (n.  DI29). 


14. 


PRICE  CONTROLS.  Rep.  Rogers,  Hass* ,  urged  that  prices  kc  controlled  and  sug¬ 
gested  that  additional  legislation  ke  passed  if  the  nr c sent  law  is  not  effect¬ 
ive  (p.  1659)* 


15. 


SMALL  3USI1TESS.  Chairman  Patman  (Tex.)  of  the  Small  Business  Committee  announced 
the  annointnent  of  subcommittees  to  investigate  the  problems  of  small  business 
in  the  national  emergency,  small  business  in  Government  nr 0 cur erne nt ,  specif is 
problems  of  specific  grouns  (nn.  R130-1). 


16. 

17. 


REPORT.  Received  from  Interior  ..-Department  a  report  on  progress  under  the  Syn¬ 
thetic  Liquid  lb-els  Act  of  1944'  .  (n.  leS4) . 


CLAIMS.  Received  from  the  3&dget  Bureau  a  nroposed  kill  recommended  by  the 
Motor  Carrier  Claims  Commission  to  amend. the  act  creating  the  Ilortor  Carrier 
Claims  Commission;  to  Judicia, ry  Committee  (h.  16S5) * 


5 ILLS  I1TTR0BTJCBB 


FARM  LABOR.  S.  9^4,  by  Sen.  Ellender,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 
relating  to  recruiting  agricultural  workers  from  foreign  countries;  to  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  Committee  (nn.  lSlO,  lol2— 3).  Sen.  Ellender  discussed  the 

numos.es  of  the  bill  and  inserted  its  text  in  the  Record  (nn»  l6l2— 3). 


R.  2935s  by  Ren.  Yort*r,  Calif.,  relating  to  the  stabilization  .of  defense 


farm  labor;  to  Agriculture  Co  m.ittee.  (p.  loS6). 


-1 


19.  WEED  COFTROL.  S»  3o0,  by  Sen.  Dyorshak,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  e— 
radicat/on  and  control  of  halogoton’on  nublic  lands;  to  Interior  and  Insular 


Af faint  Committee  (n.  lSlO] 


20. 


AGRICULTURAL  IMPORTS.  S.  9^3>  by  Sen.  Magnuson  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Morse), 
tqr  amend  section  22  of  the  AAAct,  to  strengthen  its  provisions  providing  for 


Ihe  imposition  of  import  quotas  on  agricultural  commodities  when  imports  of 
/  such  commodities  tend  to  interfere  with  -price  sunnort  or  other  programs  admin— 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


1951 

practical  effect  of  continued  support  for 
reclamation  development.” 

“Resolution  9 

“Hearings  on  the  Missouri  basin  agricultural 
program 

“Whereas  the  reclamation  program  in  Ne¬ 
braska  is  well  under  way;  and 

“Whereas  the  maximum  development  and 
protection  of  both  soil  and  water  resources 
is  dependent  upon  the  simultaneous  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  reclamation  and  agricultural 
programs;  and 

“Whereas  bringing  soil  conservation  prac¬ 
tices  to  all  of  the  land  in  the  watersheds 
above  the  major  reclamation  structures  will 
provide  protection  to  and  prolong  the  life 
of  these  structures;  and 

“Whereas  joint  development  of  these  pro¬ 
grams  will  be  in  the  interest  of  the  conser¬ 
vation  of  all  soil  and  water  resources  in  the 
State;  and 

“Whereas  tfcs  joint  development  will  pro¬ 
vide  for  best$Ee  of  land  and  water  resources 
a"d  will  promote  the  industrial  development 
of  the  State:  Therefore  be  it 

“Resolved,  That  the  Nebraska  Reclamation 
Association  urge  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  continue  hearings  on  the  Missouri 
River  basin  agricultural  program  with  a  view 
toward  getting  final  authorization  of  this 
program  by  the  Congress.” 

“Resolution  10 

“Supplemental  water  projects 
“■Whereas  in  many  areas  in  Nebraska  there 
is  need  for  supplemental  water  for  agricul¬ 
tural  purposes  because  of  deficient  or  fail¬ 
ing  water  supplies:  Now*. therefore,  be  it 
“Resolved  by  the  Nebraska  Reclamation 
Association,  That  adequate  and  continuous 
consideration  be  given  by  all  agencies  con¬ 
cerned  with  investigation  of  and  the  prepa¬ 
ration  of  plans  for  projects  to  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  supplemental  water  supplies  to  areas 
now  suffering  from  or  that  may  suffer  from 
insufficient  water  supplies.” 

“Resolution  12 

“Study  possible  joint  meeting  Nebraska 
Reclamation  Association  and  State  Irriga¬ 
tion  Association 

“Whereas  there  is  a  broad,  common  inter¬ 
est  among  individuals  and  organizations  en¬ 
gaged  in  both  the  use  and  expansion  of  our 
soil  and  water  resources;  and 

“Whereas  it  appears  that  the  maximum  de¬ 
velopment  and  use  of  Nebraska  soil  and 
water  resources  might  be  better  achieved 
through  a  combined  and  cooperative  meeting 
of  the  Nebraska  Reclamation  Association 
and  the  Nebraska  State  Irrigation  Association 
for  the  development  of  a  joint  program  and 
consecutive  dates  of  their  annual  meetings: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

" Resolved ,  That  the  president  of  the  Ne¬ 
braska  State  Reclamation  Association  be  au¬ 
thorized  and  directed  to  appoint  a  committee 
to  study  the  possibility  of  such  a  joint  meet¬ 
ing  of  the  two  associations  and  to  confer  with 
the  appropriate  officers  of  the  Nebraska  Irri¬ 
gation  Association  for  furtherance  of  this 
resolution.” 

“Resolution  13 
“Small  areas  for  recreation 
“Whereas  under  existing  Federal  law  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  other  Federal 
agencies  lack  the  necessary  authority  to  ac¬ 
quire  additional  small  areas  of  land  lying 
contiguous  to  reservoir  areas  for  recreation 
purposes  except  upon  reimbursement  by  the 
water  users;  and 

“Whereas  under  existing  Federal  law  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  other  Federal 
agencies  lack  the  necessary  authority  to 


transfer  federally  developed  recreation  areas 
to  States,  or  subdivisions  of  the  States, 
wherein  the  reservoir  and  recreation  area  are 
located;  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

“Resolved,  That  the  Nebraska  Reclamation 
Association  endorse  the  passage  of  the  neces¬ 
sary  laws  to  carry  out  the  intent  and  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  foregoing  preamble;  be  it  further 
“Resolved,  That  the  proper  officials  of  this 
association  are  hereby  directed  to  endorse 
the  necessary  legislation  to  be  introduced  in 
Congress  to  carry  out  the  intent  and  pur¬ 
poses.  of  the  foregoing  preamble,  such  legis¬ 
lation  to  be  subject  to  the  consent  of  the 
Governor  and  the  governing  board  of  the 
affected  county.” 

To  the  Committee  on  Public  Works ; 

“Resolution  4 

“Amend  Federal  Power  Act  with  respect  to 
licensing  State  dams 
“Whereas  the  Federal  Power  Act  (41  Stat. 
1063)  require  State  agencies  to  obtain  li¬ 
censes  from  the  Federal  Power  Commission, 
and  lincenses  so  obtained  reserves  to  the 
Federal  Government  the  right  to  take  the 
dam  and  power  plant  after  50  years  at  their 
then  depreciated  value,  even  though  the  dam 
will  not  materially  affect  adversely  the  navi¬ 
gability  of  the  stream;  and 

“Whereas  this  seriously  impairs  the  ability 
of  the  State  agencies  to  properly  finance 
their  activities  without  any  corresponding 
advantage  to  the  Federal  Government :  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

“Resolved,  That  the  Nebraska  Reclamation 
favors  amendment  to  the  Federal  Power  Act 
so  as  to  eliminate  the  license  requirement 
unless  a  determination  is  had  that  proposed 
construction  will  materially  affect  navigabil¬ 
ity  of  the  stream  and  that  such  amendment 
be  applied  to  cancel  the  Federal  right  to  take 
over  after  50  years  as  to  licenses  heretofore 
obtained.” 

“Resolution  7 

“Cooperation  between  all  governmental 
agencies.  Federal,  State,  and  local,  for 
production  and  distribution  of  electrical 
power 

“We  note  with  satisfaction  the  progress 
made  by  the  various  public  agencies  of  our 
State  in  seeking  agreement  in  the  matter  of 
marketing  hydroelectric  energy  developed  on 
the  Missouri.  Nebraska  needs  all  electric 
energy  which  can  be  made  available  to  us 
from  the  giant  dams  in  the  Missouri  Basin. 
We  recognize  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
complete  agreement  and  the  conflicts  of  in¬ 
terest  if  the  problem  is  viewed  from  a  purely 
local  position.  A  failure  to  compose  differ¬ 
ences  will  inevitably  lead  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  an  over-all  agency  or  to  a  disinte¬ 
gration  and  failure  of  our  State  public  power 
system. 

“Accordingly,  we  urge  the  utmost  effort  to 
reconcile  differences  in  the  interest  of  all  of 
our  people.” 

“Resolution  8 

“Nonreimbursable  for  nonfederal  projects 
“Whereas  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
Corps  of  Army  Engineers  and  other  Federal 
agencies  are  by  law  authorized  to  expend 
funds  as  appropriated  by  Congress  in  the 
construction  of  reclamation  and  flood-con¬ 
trol  projects,  including  certain  nonreim¬ 
bursable  costs;  and 

“Whereas  publicly  owned  projects  proposed 
under  State  laws,  and  financed  with  funds 
other  than  those  appropriated  to  these  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies,  are  unable  to  finance  the  cost 
of  such  nonreimbursable  items  above  men¬ 
tioned:  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

“Resolved,  That  the  Nebraska  Reclamation 
Association  favors  congressional  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  the  expenditure  by  these  Federal 
agencies  of  funds  for  such  nonreimbursable 
costs  on  such  projects;  be  it  further 
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" Resolved ,  That  the  proper  officials  of  this 
association  are  hereby  directed  to  endorse 
necessary  legislation  to  be  Introduced  in 
Congress  to  authorize  such  expenditures.” 

RESOLUTIONS  OF  CONVENTION  OF  FARM¬ 
ERS  EDUCATIONAL  AND  COOPERATIVE 

STATE  UNION  OF  NEBRASKA 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  present  a  copy  of  resolutions 
adopted  at  the  recent  annual  State  con¬ 
vention  of  the  Farmers  Educational  and 
Cooperative  State  Union  of  Nebraska, 
which  convened  in  Omaha  on  February 
14  and  15.  This  is  a  statement  that  will 
be  of  genuine  interest  to  Members  of 
Congress  and  departments  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  resolutions  be  printed  im¬ 
mediately  following  my  statement. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tions  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

1951  Farmers  Union  Legislative  Committee 
Refort 

1.  Industry-wide  strikes  are  intolerable  as 
domestic  v/arfare  and  sabotage  against  the 
general  welfare.  We  approve  labor  legisla¬ 
tion  designed  to  protect  labor,  industry,  and 
agriculture  from  the  occurrence  of  disastrous 
work  and  production  stoppages,  and  ask  that 
such  legislation  be  broadened  and  strength¬ 
ened  to  the  end  that  peaceful  arbitration 
and  judicial  action  replace  warfare  or  dic¬ 
tation  by  or  between  labor  and  industry. 

2.  As  stated  previously,  we  oppose  a  return 
to  the  gold  standard,  or  requirement  of  in¬ 
creased  gold  reserves,  or  a  higher  interest 
rate  as  implements  for  deflation.  Such  tac¬ 
tics  after  the  First  World  War  brought  de¬ 
flation  and  depression  and  also  a  stagnation 
of  production  and  trade.  ’  Relatively  high 
profits,  high  wages,  and  high  prices  are  de¬ 
sirable  to  keep  the  national  income  at  a 
high  level,  so  as  to  make  the  burden  of  the 
national  debt  bearable. 

3.  We  urge  continued  vigorous  support  of 
the  program  for  eradication  of  hoof-and- 
mouth  disease  in  Mexico. 

4.  We  demand  liberal  congressional  appro¬ 
priations  for  hydroelectric  generation  and 
power  transmission  facilities  as  being  nec¬ 
essary  for  national  security  and  the  conser¬ 
vation  of  natural  resources.  Among  the  hy¬ 
droelectric  projects  long  overdue  for  develop¬ 
ment  is  the  St.  Lawrence  seaway.  Federal 
appropriations  for  loans  for  hydroelectric  and 
REA  development  are  not  expenses  but  are 
profitable  investments  guaranteeing  greater 
national  security  and  a  higher  standard  of 
living. 

5.  We  again  urge  the  amendment  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  so  as  to  stop  collect¬ 
ing  the  refundable  tax  on  tractor  fuel. 

6.  We  again  oppose  the  taxation  of  any 
earnings  of  cooperatives  except  as  they  are 
taxed  as  a  part  of  the  individual’s  income. 

7.  We  urge  the  elimination  of  trade  bar¬ 
riers  between  States  as  being  against  public 
interest  and  contrary  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States. 

8.  We  urge  continued  publicity  for  com¬ 
plete  assessment  and  equitable  valuation  of 
all  property  and  a  more  complete  collection 
of  taxes. 

9.  We  oppose  efforts  to  change  from  local 
to  State  and  Federal  support  of  the  school 
system.  It  is  reliably  estimated  that  under 
the  proposed  Federal-aid-to-education  bill, 
Nebraska  would  suffer  a  net  loss  in  millions 
of  dollars  besides  loss  of  local  control  of  the 
public  schools. 

10.  We  recommend  generous  financial  sup¬ 
port  for  agricultural  experimental  work  by 
the  State  university  and  adequate  support 
for  its  general  program. 

11.  We  urge  that  industrial  alcohol  and 
synthetic-rubber  plants  be  kept  in  operation. 
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it  only  for  reasons  of  scientific  research  and 
development  and  national  security  and  the 
use  of  possible  crop  surpluses. 

12.  We  deplore  the  continued,  and  to  date 
successful,  efforts  of  various  selfish  interests 
in  Nebraska  to  exclude  Bureau  of  Recla¬ 
mation  power  and  transmission  lines  from 
Nebraska,  whether  in  the  name  of  protect¬ 
ing  the  so-called  Nebraska  public  power  sys¬ 
tem  or  for  any  other  of  the  false  reasons 
given.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  power  is  avail¬ 
able  for  Nebraska  people  if  they  wake  up 
and  fight  for  it  ard  force  a  reorganization 
of  the  hydro  districts  so  as  to  protect  the 
public  interests.  We\  recommend  that  the 
Farmers  Union  of  Nebraska  support  the  ef¬ 
forts  of  the  State  REA  association  to  amend 

at  Nebraska  law  so  that  the  so-called  Nebraska 

'  public  power  system  be  reorganized  on  a 
representative  State-wide  basis. 

13.  We  are  opposed  to  a  general  sales  tax. 

14.  We  favor  a  revision  of  patent  laws  to 
prevent  monopoly,  and  withholding  from  the 
general  public  the  better  mechanical  devices 
and  processes  discovered  from  time  to  time. 

15.  We,  the  members  of  the  Nebraska 
Farmers  Union,  in  convention  assembled, 
reaffirm  our  solemn  convictions  that  the  fu¬ 
ture  health,  strength,  and  prosperity  of  our 
country  depends  upon  the  reestablishment 
and  maintenance  of  free,  competitive,  and 
cooperative  enterprise.  We  hereby  pledge 
ourselves  as  individuals,  and  as  a  farm  organ¬ 
ization,  to  diligently  and  actively  work  to¬ 
ward  this  objective,  and  the  defeat  of  the 
false  philosophies  that  place  their  depend¬ 
ents  more  and  more  on  an  all-powerful 
Government. 

16.  We  reaffirm  a  previous  resolution  in 
favor  of  returning  to  a  two-house  legislative 
system  in  Nebraska. 

17.  We  urge  the  United  States  Department 
of  Labor  to  be  more  realistic  in  determining 
the  prevailing  wage  scales  actually  in  effect 
in  rural  areas  when  setting  up  prevailing 
wage  minimums  to  be  paid  on  federally  fi¬ 
nanced  projects,  such  as  REA  construction. 
The  record  so  far  indicates  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  has,  in  the  past  few  months, 
arbitrarily  increased  some  wage  scales  from 
an  actual  maximum  of  $1.75  per  hour  being 
paid  by  contractors,  to  a  minimum  of  $2.25 
per  hour  for  new  construction,  in  spite  of 
definite  evidence  submitted  as  to  actual 
existing  prevailing  wages  in  the  area,  and  in 
spite  of  statements  of  public  officials  about 
holding  down  inflation. 

18.  Whereas  farm  boys  and  girls  possess  the 
technical  skills,  the  physical  stamina,  the 
willingness  to  work  long  hours  in  adverse 
conditions,  and  whereas  it  is  evident  that 
food  will  be  a  deciding  factor  in  any  military 
struggle  that  may  momentarily  involve  our 
Nation,  and  whereas  the  nature  of  farming 
does  not  readily  lend  itself  to  supervisory 
methods  adaptable  to  manufacturing  and 

.  industry;  therefore,  be  it  resolved,  that  in 
order  that  agriculture  be  assured  adequate 
and  efficient  help,  we  urge  that  draft  boards 
refrain  from  indiscriminate  drafting  of  farm 
youth. 

19.  We  endorse  legislative  bill  247,  which 
is  a  revision  and  continuation  of  the  present 
cream  law. 

20.  We  oppose  legislative  bill  250,  which 
would  give  the  railway  commission  unneces- 

-  sary  power  over  the  organization  of  county 
or  cooperative  telephone  companies. 

21.  We  endorse  legislative  bill  313,  designed 
to  permit  the  payment  for  cooperative  or 
county-owned  telephone  lines  with  revenue 
bonds. 

22.  Be  it  resolved,  that  we  endorse  the  ob¬ 
jectives  and  principles  as  proposed  in  legis¬ 
lative  bill  1,  or  better  known  as  the  wheat 
utilization  bill,  but  that  we  recommend  that 
the  additional  funds  for  experimental  work 
in  wheat  be  made  available  to  the"* agricul¬ 
tural  experiment  stations  under  the  estab¬ 
lished  supervision  of  the  university  rather 


than  under  a  new  set-up  in  the  State  depart¬ 
ment  of  agriculture. 

23.  We  favor  retention  of  the  present  sys¬ 
tem  of  licensing  farm  trucks. 

24.  Resolved,  that  inasmuch  as  the  Federal 
Government  has  imposed  social  security,  we 
desire  to  go  on  record  in  favor  of  abolishing 
teachers’  retirement  law  with  a  referendum. 

25.  We  are  opposed  to  any  further  increase 
of  high  school  or  other  school  tuition  costs. 

26.  We  condemn  any  effort  to  repeal  the 
farm  power  gasoline  tax  exemption  law. 

27.  We  wish  to  go  on  record  as  opposed  to 
drafting  18-year-old  boys. 

Carl  Mahr,  Secretary. 

Frank  J.  Haumont,  Chairman. 

REPORT  OF  LABOR-MANAGEMENT  RELA¬ 
TIONS  IN  BELL  TELEPHONE  SYSTEM- 

MINORITY  VIEWS  (REPT.  NO.  139) 

Mr.  MURRAY.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare,  I  submit,  pursuant  to  Senate  Reso¬ 
lution  140,  Eighty-first  Congress,  a  report 
on  labor-management  relations  in  the 
Bell  Telephone  System,  together  with  the 
minority  views  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Taft]  ,  the  Senator  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Smith]  ,  and  the  Senator  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Nixon],  and  the  additional 
minority  views  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Smith],  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  it  be  printed. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  report 
will  be  received  and  printed,  as  requested 
by  the  Senator  from  Montana, 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  the  first 
time,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

(Mr.  LODGE  introduced  Senate  bill  975,  to 
provide  for  enlistments  in  the  National  Mili¬ 
tary  Establishment  and  assignment  by  the 
Secretary  of  Defense,  which  was  referred  to 
the  Committee  on-  Armed  Services,  and  ap¬ 
pears  under  a  separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  LANGER: 

S.  976.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Mohammed 
Ali;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  HUNT: 

S.  977.  A  bill  to  provide  advanced  retired 
rank  and  pay  for  officers  of  the  Army  wlio 
have  served  as  Engineer  Commissioner  of 
the  District  of  Columbia;  to  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 

S.  978  (by  request) .  A  bill  to  amend  sec¬ 
tion  8  of  title  I  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
Revenue  Act  of  1937,  as  amended;  to  the 
Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 

By  Mr.  McKELLAR: 

S.  979.  A  bill  to  permit  certain  lands  here¬ 
tofore  conveyed  to  the  city  of  La  Follette, 
Tenn.,  for  park  purposes  to  be  used  for 
school  or  other  public  purposes;  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works. 

By  Mr.  DW ORSHAKr 

S.  980.  A  bill  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  eradication  and  control  of  halogeton 
on  public  lands;  to -the  Committee  on  Inte¬ 
rior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

(Mr.  MALONE  introduced  Senate  bill  981, 
to  amend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  and  for 
other  purposes,  which  was  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Finance,  and  appears  under  a 
separate  heading.) 

By  Mr.  DOUGLAS: 

i  i.  982.  A  bill  to  authorize  the  sale  of  the 
Chicago  Appraisers’  Stores  Building  to  the 
city  of  Chicago;  to  the  Committee  on  Ex¬ 
penditures  in  the  Executive  Departments. 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSON  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Morse)  : 

S.  983.  A  bill  to  amend  section  22  of  the 
Agricultural  Adjustment  Act,  to  strengthen 
Its  provisions  providing  for  the  imposition 
of  import  quotas  on  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  when  imports  of  such  commodities  tend 


to  interfere  with  price  support  or  other  pro¬ 
grams  administered  by  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  to  transfer  its  administration 
from  the  United  States  Tariff  Commission  to 
the  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  for  other  purposes;  to  the  Conynittee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

(Mr.  ELLENDER  introduced  Senate  bill 
984,  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Ag¬ 
riculture  and  Forestry,  and  appears  under  a 
separate  heading.) 

ALLOTMENT  OF  "MANPOWER  TO  THE 
MILITARY  SERVICES 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  make  a  statement 
of  about  2  minutes. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  may  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  the  Pre¬ 
paredness  Subcommittee  ot®  the  Armed 
Services  Committee  has  recently  criti¬ 
cized  the  competition  going  on  between 
the  armed  services  for  manpower,  point¬ 
ing  out  especially  the  fact  that  the  Air 
Force,  in  its  haste  to  get  the  cream  of 
the  crop,  had  taken  in  more  reservists 
and  recruits  than  its  facilities  could  pos¬ 
sibly  accommodate.  Following  this  * 
statement  comes  the  news  that  the  Air 
Force  has  dropped  its  plans  for  recalling 
to  active  duty  nearly  60,000  enlisted 
men. 

This  is  merely  an  aggravated  instance 
of  a  situation  which  has  for  years  been 
extremely  unsatisfactory  and  points  up 
the  obvious  truth  that  the  effective  mili¬ 
tary  manpower  of  this  country — which  is 
so  limited  in  numbers — should  be  allot¬ 
ted  to  the  services  in  proportion  to  the 
needs  of  the  Nation  and  not  in  response 
to  high-pressure  salesmanship  by  the  va¬ 
rious  branches  of  the  services.  It  is 
certainly  a  reasonable  conclusion  that 
all  of  our  military  manpower  should  be 
enlisted  in  the  armed  services  as  a  whole 
and  then  be  allotted  to  the  Army,  Navy, 
Air  Force,  Marine  Corps,  or  Coast  Guard 
as  the  needs  of  the  Nation  require. 

As  the  Senate  knows,  everyone  who 
is  in  one  of  the  armed  services  is  en¬ 
listed  in  either  the  Army,  the  Navy,  the 
Marine  Corps — the  Coast  Guard  in  war¬ 
time — or  the  Air  Force.  It  is  not  pos¬ 
sible  today  to  enlist  in  the  armed  services 
as  a  whole  and  then  to  be  assigned  where 
one  is  most  needed. 

In  order  to  bring  this  matter  up  for 
discussion,  I  am  introducing  a  bill  which 
authorizes  the  enlistment  of  men  in  the 
National  Military  Establishment.  This 
bill  is  a  modest  step  and  does  not  end 
the  present  system  of  competition  be¬ 
tween  the  branches  for  manpower.  It 
simply  sets  up  a  new  classification 
whereby  a  man  can  join  the  armed  serv¬ 
ices  as  a  whole  subject  to  allocation 
where  the  needs  of  the  Nation  are  great¬ 
est — and  to  transfer  as 'the  changing  de¬ 
fense  situation  might  require.  Based  on 
this  modest  step,  it  should  be  possible 
to  develop  a  policy  in  which  the  needs 
of  the  Nation,  rather  than  high-pressure 
salesmanship,  will  settle  the  vital  issue 
of  how  best  to  allot  the  Nation's  man¬ 
power,  which  is  its  prime  resource. 

This  bill  frankly  recognizes  one  of  the 
most  important  facts  about  war — which 

is  that  the  job  which  needs  to  be  done 
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is  often  not  the  job  which  is  most  at¬ 
tractive  or  popular.  If  everyone  were 
allowed  to  enlist  in  the  branch  of  his 
choice,  it  is  undoubtedly  true  that  we 
would  have  very  little,  if  any,  infantry. 
Yet,  so  far,  it  has  been  found  impos¬ 
sible  to  win  wars  without  infantry.  It 
is  a  great  pity  that  this  illustrious  branch 
should  not  have  the  recognition  in  all 
senses  of  the  word  which  it  deserves. 

There  are  also  occasions  when  it  is 
necessary  to  build  up  a  branch  in  a  great 
hurry  and  this  would  not  be  possible 
if  one  depended  on  the  aggregate  of  a 
lot  of  individual  choices. 

Two  examples  from  World  War  II 
came  to  mind  in  this  connection.  In 
the  winter  and  early  spring  of  1942,  it 
became  desirable  to  build  up  the  Air 
Force  at  a  very  high  rate  of  speed.  While 
the  Air  Force  was  popular,  those  who 
volunteered  f6r  it  did  not  do  so  at  a 
sufficiently  rapid  rate  to  get  the  build-up 
which  was  desired.  It  therefore  became 
necessary  to  transfer  a  number  of  men 
from  the  Army  into  the  Air  Force.  Later 
some  men  were  transferred  back  to  the 
Army.  This  could  easily  be  done  at  that 
time  due  to  the  legal  technicality  that 
the  Air  Force  was  part  of  the  Army. 
Ironically,  when  we  achieved  so-called 
unification,  we  made  it  impossible  for 
this  to  be  done.  In  this  sense,  in  the 
name  of  unification,  we  actually,  moved 
further  away  from  it  and  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  triplification. 

It  is  also  noteworthy  that  in  World 
War  n  the  time  came  in  the  winter  of 
1945  when  we  were  scraping  the  bottom 
of  the  barrel  insofar  as  infantry  was 
concerned.  Orders  therefore  were  is¬ 
sued  to  divert  young  men  who  were  in¬ 
tended  for  the  Air  Force  into  the  infan¬ 
try.  The  argument  was  made  that  the 
air  war  was  won  and  the  winning  of  the 
ground  war  was  still  ahead.  Therefore, 
the  eminently  realistic  decision  was 
made  to  put  our  manpower  where  it  was 
most  needed  and  where  it  would  most 
quickly  shorten  the  war  and  bring 
victory. 

It  is  obviously  asinine  and  highly  dan¬ 
gerous  for  us  to  commit  our  young  man¬ 
power  to  military  fcrmatiQns  which  are 
not  needed  for  the  winning  of  the  war. 
It  would  be  foolish*  indeed — to  use  an 
extreme  example — to  have  40  divisions 
maneuvering  here  in  the  United  States 
when  the  real  need  was  for  men  to  man 
the  ships  of  our  Navy.  Although  we 
can  and  we  should  defer  to  individual 
desires  insofar  as  possible,  we  must  not 
hesitate  to  set  up  a  system"  whereby  the 
manpower  can  go  where  it  is  most 
needed.  After  all,  our  manpower  is  our 
greatest  military  asset;  It  is  something 
which  is  definitely  limited  in  number. 
We  cannot  produce  a  crop  of  young  men 
the  way  we  can  produce  a  crop  of  wheat 
or  the  way  we  can  step  up  our  industrial 
production.  They  must  therefore  go 
where  they  are  most  needed. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  introduce  the 
bill  and  psk  unanimous  consent  to  have 
it  printed  in  the  Record  following  my 
remarks  and  to  have  printed  also  an 
editorial  entitled  “Infantrymen,”  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Boston  Post  of  February  21, 
1951,  and  an  editorial  entitled  “Free 


Transfers,”  published  in  Armed  Force  of 
July  23,  1949. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred, 
and,  without  objection,  the  editorials 
will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  975)  to  provide  for  enlist¬ 
ments  in  the  National  Military  Establish¬ 
ment  and  assignment  by  the  Secretary  of 
Defense,  introduced  by  Mr.  Lodge,  was 
read  twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services,  and  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  under  such  regu¬ 
lations  as  he  may  prescribe  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  is  authorized  to  accept  enlistments 
in  the  National  Military  Establishment  of 
qualified  persons  not  less  than  17  years  of 
age  for  periods  of  2,  3,  or  4  years:  Provided, 
That  upon  enlistment  such  persons  shall  be 
assigned  to  serve  in  the  Army,  Navy,  Marine 
Corps,  or  Air  Force  as  required,  and  all  perti¬ 
nent  laws,  orders,  regulations,  and  other 
directives  applicable  to  enlisted  personnel  of 
the  service  to  which  assigned  shall  be  appli¬ 
cable  to  such  enlistees  during  their  service 
therein.  The  Secretary  of  Defense  is  further 
authorized  to  reassign  such  persons  to  any 
other  service  as  required  during  their  terms 
of  enlistment. 

The  editorials  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record  on  request  of  Mr.  Lodge  are 
as  follows: 

[From  the  Boston  Post  of  February  21,  1951] 
Infantrymen 

The  zeal  and  heat  of  the  debate  on  how 
many  troops  we  will  send  to  Europe  presup¬ 
poses  that  we  have  troops  galore,  legions  just 
waiting  to  climb  on  a  boat  and  sail.  The 
first-class  infantryman  is  very  scarce. 

While  the  more  glamorous  services  of  the 
Air  Force  and  Navy  skim  the  cream  of  the 
manpower  to  such  an  extent  that  the  Air 
Force  has  had  to  cut  back  call-ups  of  reserv¬ 
ists  in  order  to  train  the  glut  of  air  crews, 
ground  men,  and  technicians.  They  have 
60,000  too  many  men  for  their  facilities. 
Meanwhile  in  Korea  there  is  a  desperate 
shortage  of  replacements. 

In  this  situation  it  seems  rather  futile  to 
discuss  limiting  the  numbers  of  troops  sent 
to  Europe,  because  we  have  none  to  send 
without  stripping  the  training  cadres  to  the 
bone.  To  the  outsider  it  seems  that  the 
ground  forces  have  been  given  the  rawest  of 
raw  deals  on  the  question  of  allocation  of 
manpower. 

It  seems  about  time  for  the  service  chiefs 
to  get  together  and  make  a  fair  distribution 
of  the  fit, "first-class  men  between  the  serv¬ 
ices.  They  know  and  reiterate  constantly  the 
problems  of  defending  the  United  States  and 
bolstering  armed  strength  in  Europe,  yet  the 
Army  ground  forces  must  always  take  what’s 
left  over  after  voluntary  enlistments  in  the 
Navy  and  Air  Force  have  skimmed  the  best 
of  the  men  from  a  physical  standpoint. 

The  infantry  has  always  been,  and  even  in 
this  atomic  age,  will  continue  to  be  the  queen 
of  battles.  The  need  is  for  infantrymen  and 
all  the  debates  on  how  many  to  send  to 
Europe  will  not  prove  a  thing  unless  there 
are  skilled,  physically  fit  trained  divisions. 

The  Air  Forces  constantly  din  the  theme 
that  they  cannot  win  battles  on  the  ground, 
and  the  Navy  cannot  be  expected  to  play  an 
active  role  in  ground  combat.  Yet  all  the 
fighting  in  Korea,  and  all  the  fighting  that 
there  is  likely  to  be,  will  reach  its  critical 
decision  on  the  ground. 

Instead  of  instilling  pride  of  organization 
and  esprit  de  corps  in  crack  infantry  outfits, 
the  tendency  has  been  to  make  the  infantry¬ 
man  feel  somewhat  inferior — mere  expend¬ 
able  cannon  fodder.  Experience  has  shown 


that  the  infantryman  properly  trained  with 
enough  fire  power  is  perhaps  the  most  valor¬ 
ous  individual  in  uniform  and  quite  able  to 
survive  even  when  the  odds,  as  in  Korea,  are 
20  to  1. 

Tables  of  organization  and  schedules  of 
training  are  all  very  well,  but  they  are  not 
divisions  in  being,  ready  to  meet  an  emer¬ 
gency.  The  big  task  now  seems  to  be  to  in¬ 
still  some  pride  of  regiment  in  the  prospec¬ 
tive  infantrymen,  and  then  to  bear  down  on 
creating  the  divisions  which  Senator  Taft 
discusses  with  such  learned  detail. 

The  bleak  truth  is  that  we  will  not  have 
real  military  strength  and  national  security 
until  adequate  ground  forces  are  trained, 
and  our  internal  security  is  jeopardized 
while  this  vacuum  exists. 

[From  Armed  Force  of  July  23,  1949] 

Free  Transfers 

Virtually  every  sincere,  serious  student  of 
the  unification  dilemma  is  agreed  that  the 
ultimate  goal  would  be  attained  much  sooner 
if  the  services  were  not  still  saturated  with 
officers  so  transfixed  by  the  glories,  traditions, 
and  unassailable  rectitude  of  their  own  par¬ 
ticular  arm  that  they  can  countenance  no 
other.  Resignations,  retirements,  and  attri¬ 
tion  will  correct  this  situation  in  time,  but 
faster  methods  suggest  themselves  almost 
automatically. 

One  of  these  has  now  reached  the  status  of 
pending  legislation,  in  the  form  of  a  proposal 
that  voluntary  individual  interservice  trans¬ 
fers,  which  have  the  sanction  of  the  service 
Secretaries  concerned,  be  freely  permitted. 
For  some  unfathomable  reason,  there  is 
powerful  opposition  to  this  bill — so  powerful, 
in  fact,  that  it  seems  destined  to  die  by  de¬ 
fault  unless  someone  can  coerce  the  House 
Armed  Services  Committee  chairman.  Repre¬ 
sentative  Carl  Vinson,  Democrat  of  Georgia, 
to  reverse  his  personal  pocket  veto. 

It  would  be  interesting  to  learn  what  pos¬ 
sible  /arguments  could  be  sustained  against 
the  proposal.  Informed  leaders  with  the  best 
interests  of  the  Nation  and  the  services  at 
heart — among  them  General  Eisenhower  and 
General  Spaatz — have  endorsed  the  principle 
of  interservice  transfers,  and  have  portrayed 
them  as  potentially  an  effective  instru¬ 
mentality  in  breaking  down  uniformed  com¬ 
placence,  intolerance,  and  prejudice. 

They  are,  in  effect,  a  varsity  projection  of 
the  “operation  candid”  transfers  and  ma¬ 
neuvers  successfully  launched  within  the 
service  academies:  and  which  were  devised  to 
give  the  embryo  admiral  and  general  a  deep¬ 
er  appreciation  of  the  defense  team  concept, 
as  well  as  give  him  a  better  appreciation  of 
the  capabilities  and  limitations  of  his  part¬ 
ners  on  the  team. 

It  can  be  conceded  that  wholesale  transfers 
tending  to  throw  the  Armed  Forces  out  of 
balance  obviously  would  be  unthinkable.  A 
provision  stipulating  that  transfers  could  not 
be  made  except  with  the  mutual  consent  of 
the  two  Secretaries  involved  would  seem  to 
provide  ample  insurance  against  such  an 
eventuality.  For  that  matter,  the  budget — 
as  well  as  moderately  inflexible  tables  of  or¬ 
ganization — would  tend  to  fix  personnel 
transfer  limits. 

Here  again,  however — as  in  the  case  of  the 
NME  reorganization — is  a  case  wherein  con¬ 
gressional  sanction,  while  desirable,  is  not 
imperative.  There  is  sufficient  latitude  in 
present  administrative  procedures  for  the 
assignment  of  personnel  of  one  service  to 
specific  jobs  with  other  services.  Necessity 
demanded,  and  experience  Justified,  a  large 
scale  precedent  for  interservice  assignment 
in  World  War  II. 

It  was  not  uncommon  during  wartime  to 
find,  for  example,  Navy  demolition  experts 
traveling  with,  and  engaging  in  combat 
alongside  of  ground  force  units.  Air  person¬ 
nel  were  attached  to  Army  units,  and  vice 
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versa,  for  effective  liaison.  Marines  were 
trained  at  Army  or  air  schools,  and  officers  : 
and  enlisted  men  of  all  services  were  found 
working  side  by  side  in  certain  intelligence  or 
communications  outfits. 

This  universality  of  service  and  loss  of  spe¬ 
cial  identity  has  been  encouraged  in  the 
postwar  Military,  Naval,  and  Air  Establish¬ 
ments,  but  on  a  somewhat  limited  scale.  It 
would  seem  proper,  legal,  and  justifiable, 
however,  for  an  expansion  of  this  basically 
correct  idea,  regardless  of  congressional  neg¬ 
lect  or  recalcitrance.  The  authority  for  it 
exists,  and  the  need  for  it  is  obvious. 

Whatever  objections  exist — and,  frankly,  it 
is  difficult  to  perceive  what  they  could  be — 
should  be  thrashed  out  publicly  and  debated 
in  Congress,  not  smothered  in  parliamentary 
pigeonhole.  If  Congress  defaults  its  preroga¬ 
tive,  there  would  be  no  recourse  other  than 
administrative  action  to  achieve  the  desired 
goal.  In  view  of  this,  it  would  be  appropriate 
for  the  Defense  Secretary  to  launch  official 
studies  designed  to  augment  the  intermin¬ 
gling  and  interservice  assignment  of  the 
maximum  number  of  personnel,  so  as  to 
break  down  the  arbitrary  mental  and  physi¬ 
cal  compartmentation  which  now  stands  as 
a  basic  threat  against  eventual  unification  of 
,the  Armed  Forces. 

AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF 

1949  RELATING  TO  RECRUITING  AGRI¬ 
CULTURAL  WORKERS  FROM  FOREIGN 

COUNTRIES 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949, 
and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  make  a 
brief  statement. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred, 
and,  without  objection,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  may  proceed. 

The  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Ellender,  was  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
the  purpose  of  the  bill  to  provide  an  ade¬ 
quate  supply  of  agricultural  workers  in 
the  continental  United  States  by  author¬ 
izing  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  recruit 
workers  from  foreign  countries  within 
the  Western  Hemisphere  or  from  Hawaii 
or  Puerto  Rico  and  to  make  them  avail¬ 
able  for  agricultural  employment  in  the 
United  States. 

To  carry  out  this  purpose,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  would  be  authorized  to 
transport  workers  to  and  from  the 
United  States,  and  furnish  them  with 
maintenance,  and  such  emergency  med¬ 
ical  care  and  burial  expenses  as  may  be¬ 
come  necessary,  while  they  are  being 
transported  by  the  United  State-,  or  are 
at  reception  centers  in  the  United  States. 

The  bill  would  also  authorize  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  to  provide  assistance  at 
reception  centers  to  employers  and 
workers  in  negotiating  contracts  of  em¬ 
ployment,  and  to  guarantee  perform¬ 
ance  of  such  con  -acts  by  employers. 
Employers  would  be  required,  as  a  con¬ 
dition  to  receiving  assistance  under  the 
act,  to  agree  to  reimburse  the  United 
States  for  any  expenses  incurred  by  it 
under  its  guaranty,  and  for  certain  ex¬ 
penses — not  to  exceed  $20  per  worker — 
incurred  by  the  United  States  in  recruit¬ 
ing  and  transporting  workers.  The  em¬ 
ployer  would  also  be  required  to  pay  cer¬ 
tain  amounts  in  lieu  of  the  costs  of  re¬ 


turning  fugitive  workers  to  reception 
centers. 

No  workers  would  be  recruited  under 
the  bill  for  employment  in  any  area  un¬ 
til  certain  findings  have  been  made  by 
the  Director  of  State  Employment  Se¬ 
curity  with  respec'  to  the  need  for  such 
workers. 

The  bill  would  exempt  workers  re¬ 
cruited  under  its  provisions  from  social- 
security  taxes  and  benefits,  and  from  the 
head  tax  required  under  the  immigra¬ 
tion  laws. 

The  bill  covers  workers  performing 
services  or  activities  specified  in  section 
3  (f)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938  or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code — social-security  tax  pro¬ 
visions — and  expressly  includes  those 
engaged  in  horticultural  employment, 
cotton  ginning,  and  compressing,  crush¬ 
ing  of  oilseeds,  and  packing,  canning, 
freezing,  drying,  or  other  processing  of 
perishable  or  seasonable  agricultural 
products. 

The  bill  would  be  effective  only  until 
December  31,  1952. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  bill 
be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows : 

A  Pill  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows: 

"TITLE  V- — -AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

"Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
ana  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural 
workers  from  foreign  countries  within  the 
Western  Hemisphere  (pursuant  to  arrange¬ 
ments  between  the  United  States  and  such 
countries)  or  from  Hawaii  or  Puerto  Rico, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized— 

"(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including 
any  such  workers  temporarily  in  the  United 
States) ; 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception 
centers  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry 
of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  hous¬ 
ing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  de¬ 
parture  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such 
workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside 
the  continental  United  States  to  such  re¬ 
ception  centers  and  transportation  from 
such  reception  centers  to  such  recruitment 
centers  after  termination  of  employment; 

"(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such 
subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and 
burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  be¬ 
come  necessary  during  transportation  au¬ 
thorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reception  centers; 

"(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers 
in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  (such  workers  being  free  to  accept 
or  decline  agricultural  employment  with  any 
eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type  of 
agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  to  any  workers  of  their 
choige  not  under  contract  to  other  em¬ 
ployers);  « 

"(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  em¬ 
ployers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  transportation. 

"Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  to  any  employer  unless 


such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of 
such  employer’s  contracts; 

"(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
expenses  incurred  by  it  in  the  recruitment 
and  transportation  of  workers  under  this 
title  in  such  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $20  per 
worker,  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  United 
States  and  such  employer;  and 

"(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any 
case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to 
the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the 
contract  entered  into  under  section  501 
(5),  an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  re¬ 
turning  such  worker  from  the  place  of  em¬ 
ployment  to  such  reception  center,  less  any 
portion  thereof  required  to  be  paid  by  other 
employers. 

"Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this 
title  shall  be  available  for  employment  in  any 
area  unless  the  director  of  state  employment 
security  for  such  area  has  determined  and 
certified  that  (1)  sufficient  domestic  workers 
who  are  able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  not 
available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to 
perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers 
are  to  be  employed,  and  (2)  the  employment 
of  such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic 
agricultural  workers  similarly  employed. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this 
title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  Unitdb 
States  shall  be  admitted  to  the  United 
States  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or 
if  already  in,  and  otherwise  eligible  for  ad¬ 
mission  to,  the  United  States  shall  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  remain  therein)  for  such  time  and 
under  such  conditions  as  may  be  specified 
by  the  Attorney  General  but,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  any  other  provision  of  law  or  regulation, 
no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which 
imposes  liability  upon  any  person  for  the 
failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart  from 
the  United  States  upon  termination  of  em¬ 
ployment. 

“Sec.  505.  '(a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  into 
in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the 
Immigration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.  sec.  132). 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized: 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursuant 
to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  of  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate  or 
transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reim¬ 
burse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in  connec¬ 
tion  therewith; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and 
uncompensated  services;  and 

“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the 
domestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  nego¬ 
tiating  and  carrying  out  agreements  or  ar¬ 
rangements  relating  to  the  employment  in 
the  United  States,  subject  to  the  immigra¬ 
tion  laws,  of  agricultural  workers  from  for¬ 
eign  countries  within  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere. 

“Sec.  508.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“(1)  the  term  ‘agricultural  employment’ 
includes  services  or  e  'tivities  included  within 
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the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or 
section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  as  amended,  horticultural  employ¬ 
ment,  cotton  ginning  and  compressing, 
crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and  the  packing,  can¬ 
ning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other  processing 
of  perishable  or  seasonable  agricultural 
products. 

“(2)  the  term  ‘employer’  includes  asso¬ 
ciations  or  other  groups  of  employers. 

“Sec.  509.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  for  employment  after 
Decgjgaber  31,  1952.” 

INVESTIGATION  OF  OPERATION  OF 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  ACTIVITIES  IN 
5SISSIPPI 

MivSTENNIS.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  nay  colleague  the  senior  Senator 
from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland]  and 
myself,  I  submit  for  appropriate  refer¬ 
ence  a  resolution  authorizing  an  investi¬ 
gation  of  operation  of  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  activities  ift  the  State  of  Missis¬ 
sippi. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  resolu¬ 
tion  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred. 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  87)  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Expenditures 
in  the  Executive  Departments^  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Committee  on  Expendi¬ 
tures  in  the  Executive  Departments,  or  any 
duly  authorized  subcommittee  thereof,  is 
authorized  and  directed  to  make  a  full  and 
complete  study  and  investigation  of  the 
operation  of  Government  activities  in  the 
State  of  Mississippi  with  a  view  to  ascertain¬ 
ing  ( 1 )  the  extent  to  which  improper  or  cor¬ 
rupt  political  or  other  influence  has  been 
used  or  exerted  in  such  State  in  connection 
with  the  activities  of  any  department  or 
agency  of  the  Government  or  any  benefits  or 
services  granted  by  any  such  department  or 
agency,  (2)  the  extent  to  which  contractors 
have  been  required  to  make  political  or 
other  contributions  in  order  to  obtain  Gov¬ 
ernment  contracts  in  such  State,  (3)  the 
extent  to  which  Federal  offices  and  positions 
In  such  State  have  been  bartered  or  sold. 
(4)  whether  such  improper  or  corrupt  politi¬ 
cal  or  other  influence  has  been  brought  to 
bear  upon  Federal  officers  in  connection  with 
the  investigation  and  prosecution  of  persons 
suspected  of  or  charged  with  offenses  against 
the  United  States,  and  (5)  any  other  matters,, 
which  the  committee,  or  duly  authorize^ 
subcommittee  thereof,  deems  advisable  eg 
cerning  the  efficiency  of  the  operation#  of 
departments  and  agencies  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  within  such  State. 

Sec.  2.  The  committee  shall  report  to  the 
Senate  at  the  earliest  practicably  date,  not 
later  than  January  31,  1952,  the  results  of 
such  study  and  investigation,  .together  with 
such  recommendations  for  legislation  as  it 
deems  advisable. 

Sec.  3.  The  expenses  of  the  committee  un¬ 
der  this  resolution,  which  shall  not  exceed 
$10,000  (in  additioh  to  amounts  heretofore 
made  available  to  the  committee ) ,  shall  be 
paid  from  the  continent  fund  of  the  Senate 
upon  vouchers  approved  by  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  or  subcommittee,  as  the  case 
may  be. 

HOUSE  EILL  REFERRED 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2262)  to  authorize  the 
attendance  of  the  United  States  Marine 
Band  at  the  celebration  of  the  one  hun¬ 
dred  and  seventy-fifth  anniversary  of 
the  fortification  of  Dorchester  Heights,' 
Mass.,  and  the  evacuation  of  Boston, 
Mass.,  by  the  British,  to  be  held  in  South 


Boston,  Mass.,  on  March  17,  1951,  was 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 
EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry- 
nominations,  which  were  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 
ADDRESS  BY  SENATOR  MARTIN  AT  WASH- 
IN GTON -LINCOLN  CELEBRATION,  FRED¬ 
ERICK,  MD. 

[Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland  asked  and  ob¬ 
tained  leave  to  have  printed  In  the  Record 
an  address  delivered  by  Senator  Martin  be¬ 
fore  the  Washington-Lincoln  celebration  of 
the  Republican  Clubs  of  Frederick  County, 
at  Frederick,  Md.,  on  February  24,  1951, 
which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

EXTRACT  FROM  ADDRESS  BY  SENATOR 
DUFF  BEFORE  REPUBLICAN  STATE  CON¬ 
VENTION  OF  MICHIGAN 
[Mr.  DUFF  asked  and  obtained  leave  tq 
have  printed  in  the  Record  an  extract  from 
the  address  delivered  by  him  before  the  Re¬ 
publican  State  Convention  of  Michigan  on 
Saturday,  February  17,  1951,  at  Detroit,  Mich), 
which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

PEACE  OR  WORLD  WAR  III?— ADDRESS  BY 
SENATOR  DUFF 

[Mr.  DUFF  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a)  radio  address 
on  the  question.  Will  It  Be  Peace  or  World 
War  III?  delivered  by  him  on  February  25, 
1951,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

MAN  OF  THE  SOUTH  FOR  1950 — ARTICLE 
BY  HUBERT  F.  LEE 

[Mr.  HOEY  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  an  article  entitled 
“Man  of  the  South  for  1950,”  written  by 
Hubert  F.  Lee,  and  published  in  a  recent 
issue  of  Dixie  Business,  which  appears  in 
the  Appendix.] 

SON  DIES  IN  KOREA;  “WHY?”  ASKS  HIS 
DAD^— EDITORIAL  FROM  ROCHESTER 
TlMES-UNION 

[Mr.  DIRKSEN  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  an  editorial 
•'entitled  “Son  Dies  in  Korea;  ‘Why?’  Asks  His 
Dad,”  published  in  the  Times-Union,  cf 
Rochester,  N.  Y.,  of  Decembc  ■  12,  1950,  which 
appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

SMALL  BUSINESS  AND  TAXATION- 
LETTER  FROM  C.  WILSON  HARDER 
[Mr.  SPARKMAN  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Record  a  letter  sent 
to  Senator  O’Mahoney  by  Mr.  C.  Wilson 
Harder,  president  of  the  National  Federation 
of  Independent  Business,  which  appears  in 
the  Appendix.] 

SOUTH  DAKOTA  NEWSPAPER  POLL  ON 
FOREIGN  POLICY  AND  NATIONAL  DE¬ 
FENSE 

[Mr.  MUNDT  asked  and  obtained  leave  to 
have  printed  in  the  Record  a  newspaper  poll 
regarding  American  foreign  policy  and  na¬ 
tional  defense,  conducted  by  the  Daily  Argus- 
Leader,  of  Sioux  Falls,  S.  Dak.,  which  appears 
in  the  Appendix.] 

PROPOSED  AMENDMENT  OF  SELECTIVE 
SERVICE  ACT— EDITORIAL  COMMENT 

[Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas  asked  and  ob¬ 
tained  leave  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
editorials  commenting  on  proposed  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Selective  Service  Act,  published 


in  the  Philadelphia  Inquirer,  the  Pittsburgh 
Post-Gazette,  the  Providence  Journal,  the 
Galveston  Trioune,  and  the  Richmond 
Times-Dispatch,  which  appear  in  the  Ap¬ 
pendix.] 

CIVIL  DEFENSE  AND  PUBLIC  WELFARE- 
STATEMENT  BY  AMERICAN  PUBLIC 
WELFARE  ASSOCIATION 

[Mr.  O’CONOR  asked  and  obtained  leave 
to  have  printed  in  the  Rbcord  a  statement 
entitled  "Civil  Defense  and  Public  Welfare,” 
prepared  by  the  American  Public  Welfare 
Association,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

VOICE  OF  DEMSCRACY  CONTEST— RE¬ 
MARKS  BY  EARL  J.  McGRATH,  UNITED 
STATES  COMMISSIONER  OF  EDUCATION 
[Mr.  KNOWLAND  asked  and  obtained 
leave  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  remarks 
made  by  Earl  J.  McGrath,  United  States 
Commissioner  of  Education,  at  a  luncheon 
honoring  the  four  high-school  winners  of 
the  Voice  of  Democracy  contes.,  held  at  the 
Hotel  Statler,  Washington,  D.  C.,  on  Febru¬ 
ary  22,  1951,  which  appears  in  the  Appendix.] 

INADEQUACY  CF  SCHOOL  PLANT 
FACILITIES 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  1  minute  in 
order  to  make  a  very  brief  statement. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  may  proceed. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
take  1  minute  to  throw  light  on  a  serious 
school  problem  that  is  facing  the  entire 
Nation.  Many  school  superintendents, 
principals,  board  members  and  other 
school  executives,  as  well  as  vast  seg¬ 
ments  of  the  general  public,  have  be¬ 
come  deeply  concerned  over  the  general 
inadequacy  of  our  school  plant  facilities. 
I  have  had  numerous  communications 
from  all  parts  of  the  State  of  Minnesota 
showing  that  school  operations  cannot 
continue  as  they  should  in  man:  com¬ 
munities  unless  materials  are  made 
available  for  expansion  of  present  school 
facilities. 

Because  of  the  seriousness  of  this  im¬ 
portant  school  problem,  I  submitted  a 
letter  on  February  24  to  Mr.  Charles  E. 
Wilson,  Director,  Office  of  Defense 
Mobilization.  In  my  letter  to  Mr.  Wilson 
I  attached  brief  statements  from  school 
administrators  of  Minnesota  pointing  out 
the  immediate  need  for  more  school  fa¬ 
cilities.  Because  of  the  necessity  of  ade¬ 
quately  providing  school  buildings  for  the 
children  of  America,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  pilnted  in  the  body  of 
the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  my 
letter  to  Mr.  Charles  E.  Wilson,  together 
with  the'  brief  statements  from  Minne¬ 
sota  schooPqxecutives. 

There  beinS^  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  statementsVere  ordered  to  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

United  Stages  Senate, 

Committee  on  Appropriations. 

February  24,  1951. 

Mr.  Charles  E.  Wilson, 

Director,  Office  of  Defense  Mobilization, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Wilson:  School  administrators 
and  the  public  as  well  are  being  disturbed 
over  the  possible  curtailment  of  school- 
building  construction.  Many  Minnesota 
schools,  for  example,  are  now  reporting  o 
me  that  they  are  some  20  years  behind  in 
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providing  necessary  school-plant  facilities. 
Educators  and  the  public  are  equally  con¬ 
cerned  about  shortages  of  school  equipment 
and  school  busses. 

Following  the  depression  of  the  thirties, 
many  school  districts  had  planned  construc¬ 
tion  during  the  years  1941  and  1942,  but 
were  deterred  from  proceeding  with  such 
construction  because  of  World  War  II.  These 
same  school  authorities,  in  many  cases,  now 
find  themselves  at  this  late  date  in  position 
to  start  construction  only  to  live  in  fear 
that  the  unavailability  of  critical  materials 
will  prevent  the  long-needed  expansion  of 
their  school-plant  facilities. 

The  overcrowding  of  the  schools  of  our 
Nation  is  becoming  more  critical  year  after 
year.  As  evidence  of  this  ever-increasing 
space  problem  is  the  fact  that  the  elemen¬ 
tary-school  enrollments  alone  in  the  United 
States  are  now  up  to  23,561,000,  which  is 
920,000  or  nearly  1,000,000  above  that  of  a 
year  ago.  I  am  informed  that  in  1954  the 
schools  of  our  country  can  expect  an  elemen¬ 
tary-school  enrollment  of  upwards  of  30,000,- 
000  pupils.  War  and  postwar  increases  in 
birth  rate  have  added  to  congested  class¬ 
rooms  throughout  the  Nation.  A  great  many 
schools  have  found  it  necessary  to  provide 
only  half  days  of  instruction,  which,  by  any 
educational  standards,  is  unsatisfactory. 
Moreover,  it  has  been  a  general  practice  to 
use  special-purpose  classrooms  by  partition¬ 
ing  off  parts  of  gymnasiums,  hallways,  stages, 
and  basement  rooms. 

Large  population  shifts  necessitated  by 
World  War  II  and  to  a  lesser  extent  by  the 
present  crisis  have  caused  sudden  and  sub¬ 
stantial  increases  in  school  enrollments  in 
addition  to  normal  increases.  In  many  cases 
school  enrollments  in  urban  and  suburban 
areas  have  increased  several  hundred  percent 
during  the  past  decade.  For  example,  the 
city  of  St.  Louis  Park,  Minn.,  which  is  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  city  of  Minneapolis,  has  grown 
from  7,700  population  in  1940  to  22,495  in 
1950.  Likewise,  the  school  population  of  St. 
Louis  Park  has  increased  from  1,765  to  4,700 
in  this  10-year  period. 

From  a  maintenance  point  of  view,  school- 
.Jfiant  facilities  have  been  further  retarded 
because  of  depression  and  war.  Funds  were 
not  available  in  many  instances  during  the 
thirties  to  maintain  schools  in  proper  state 
of  repair.  During  World  War  II,  the  lack  of 
materials  and  the  unavailability  of  skilled 
labor  only  added  to  critical  school  repair  and 
upkeep  problems. 

It  is,  therefore,  my  desire  to  urge  upon 
you,  as  Director  of  the  Office  of  Defense 
Mobilization,  to  give  your  most  careful  study 
and  attention  to  the  problems  of  school  con¬ 
struction  and  school  repair.  Materials  must 
be  made  available  to  provide  for  an  adequate 
number  of  new  buildings  and  to  keep  in 
proper  state  of  repair  those  buildings  that 
are  now  in  use.  Problems  surrounding  the 
production  of  sufficient  equipment  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  schools  as  well  as  the  busses  to 
transport  the  students  to  them  are  equally 
deserving  of  priority  consideration. 

For  your  information  I  am  attaching  state¬ 
ments  from  Minnesota  school  administrators 
that  give  specific  instances  of  the  need  for 
more  adequate  school  facilities  in  many  com¬ 
munities. 

Our  Nation  will  be  only  as  strong  as  its 
people  are  capable  of  meeting  its  problems 
and  challenges. 

The  education  of  our  young  men  and 
women  is  a  basic  essential  of  all  society.  It 
is  as  much  a  bulwark  to  our  democracy  dur¬ 
ing  the  time  of  crisis  as  it  is  a  builder  of 
our  society  during  the  time  of  peace. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Edward  J.  Thte, 

United  States  Senator. 


Memorandum 

February  24,  1951. 

The  following  are  excerpts  from  letters 
that  I  have  received  from  school  administra¬ 
tors  in  the  State  of  Minnesota  : 

Mr.  A.  A.  Vollbrecht,  member  of  board  of 
education,  Independent  School  District  No. 
21,  Fergus  Falls  public  schools,  Fergus  Falls, 
Minn.: 

“Our  program  calls  for  the  construction  of 
a  new  senior  high  school,  remodeling  of  our 
junior  high  school,  construction  of  a  new 
grade  school,  and  additions  to  two  other 
grade  buildings.  This  amount  of  construc¬ 
tion  is  needed  to  house  the  present  popula¬ 
tion  of  our  community,  not  considering  any 
future  growth. 

“We  urge  that  you  make  every  effort  to 
keep  schools  and  materials  needed  for  their 
construction  on  a  high-priority  basis.’’ 

Mr.  H.  P.  Dubke,  superintendent,  North 
Mankato  public  schools.  North  Mankato, 
Minn.: 

“We  hope  the  Government  ban  on  certain 
types  of  construction  will  leave  ample  mate¬ 
rials  for  school-building  purposes.  Our  local 
project  is  not  a  replacement  as  we  must  still 
plan  to  keep  and  use  our  present  facilities 
that  date  back  to  1890  in  construction.” 

Mr.  M.  O.  Zenner,  executive  secretary, 
Civic  and  Commerce  Asociation,  Inc.,  Fergus 
Falls,  Minn.: 

“Fergus  Falls  has  been  battling  with  a 
shortage  of  school  room  for  the  past  15  years. 
We  have  now  approved  a  site  and  bonds  for 
construction  of  a  very  much-needed  new 
senior  high  school  unit.  We  were  forced  to 
"curtail  construction  of  a  school  addition  in 
1941  because  of  shortage  of  materials. 

“We  are  now  again  in  a  position  to  build 
and  want  to  make  sure  by  urging  that  you 
do  everything  within  your  power  to  keep  our 
schools  and  their  needs  on  a  priority  basis.” 

Mr.  A.  I.  Jedlicka,  superintendent,  Proctor 
public  schools,  Proctor,  Minn.: 

“We  are  confronted  with  building  addi¬ 
tions  to  our  schools  that  would  cost  us  ap¬ 
proximately  $300,000  and  unless  we  can  get 
the  materials  we  cannot  build  now  and 
how  will  we  know  that  the  future  won’t  be 
any  worse  that  at  the  present  time?  If  we 
are  strong  today,  it  means  that  our  schools 
have  made  us  so,  perhaps  more  than  any 
other  institution  and  if  we  are  going  to  be 
strong  in  years  to  come,  we  must  not  neglect 
our  schools  today.” 

Mr.  Irwin  T.  Mickelson,  superintendent, 
Le  Sueur  public  schools,  Le  Sueur,  Minn.: 

“In  1954  the  United  States  schools  can 
expect  an  elementary  school  enrollment  of 
30,000,000  pupils  as  compared  to  23,561,000 
this  year.  The  23,561,000  pupils  have  every 
classroom  packed  this  year  and  where  the 
additional  6,500,000  children  are  going  to  be 
put  is  a  problem  that  must  be  faced  by  every 
man  and  woman  in  this  country.  It  will  be 
necessary  to  provide  25,000  new  classrooms 
and  15,000  new  busses  each  year  for  the  next 
several  years.  As  these  children  advance 
through  the  school  system  it  will  be  necessary 
to  provide  space,  teachers,  and  equipment  for 
them.  These  children  cannot  be  ignored  and 
shrugged  off  as  a  problem  that  can  be  taken 
care  of  in  the  future.  Action  is  essential  and 
it  must  be  done  now.  ’Ve  must  choose  be¬ 
tween  an  educated  populace  which  will  de¬ 
fend  democracy  and  carry  it  forward  or  turn 
loose  hordes  of  young  men  and  women  who 
will  be  totally  unprepared  to  meet  the  prob¬ 
lems  facing  them.” 

Mr.  Harold  R.  Enestvedt,  superintendent  of 
schools,  St.  Louis  Park  public  schools,  St. 
Louis  Park,  Minneapolis,  Minn. : 

“Whatever  you  can  do  to  help  the  cause  of 
education  will  be  duly  appreciated  by  our 
board  of  education,  our  staff,  the  parents, 
and  certainly  the  thousands  of  boys  and 


girls  who  deserve  the  best  education  so  that 
we  might  preserve  our  democracy.” 

Mr.  James  K.  Michie,  superintendent  of 
schools  of  Hibbing  and  president  of  the  Min¬ 
nesota  Council  of  School  Executives,  Eib- 
bing,  Minn.: 

“If  the  public  schools  in  this  country  are 
not  going  to  bog  down  entirely  during  the 
years  to  come,  it  is  our  belief  in  Minnesota, 
and  I  am  sure  the  school  administrators 
throughout  the  Nation  agree,  that  ODM  and 
NPA  must  bring  into  their  planning  groups 
some  leaders  from  the  field  of  education. 

“The  500  members  of  the  Minnesota  Coun¬ 
cil  of  School  Executives  will  greatly  appre¬ 
ciate  your  contacting  the  National  Produc¬ 
tion  Authority  and  also  the  Office  of  Defense 
Mobilization  In.&n  attempt  to  cause  them  to 
bring  into  their  planning  the  needs  of  the 
all-importan  public-school  program  of  this 
State  and  this  country.  We  consider  this  the 
most  important  request  that  has  ever  been 
made  of  these  offices  by  the  school  super¬ 
intendents  of  Minnesota.” 

RENEGOTIATION  ACT  OF  1951 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  for  the 
reasons  I  am  about  to  state,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  substitute  for  Senate 
amendment  No.  72,  which  I  submitted 
the  other  day  in  connection  with  the  re¬ 
negotiation  bill,  a  rewritten  amendment. 

The  Senate  will  recall  that  when  the 
renegotiation  bill  was  before  the  Senate, 
I  participated  in  a  colloquy  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  Georgia 
[Mr.  George]  in  regard  to  what  I  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  the  need  for  an  amendment 
which  would  authorize  the  renegotiation 
officials  and  the  Court  of  Tax  Appeals  to 
take  into  account  certain  serious  hard¬ 
ship  cases  which  are  pending,  so  as  to 
permit  the  doing  of  equity  and  justice  in 
connection  with  those  cases.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  agreed  that  he  would 
take  to  conference  an  amendment  which 
sought  to  alleviate  the  type  of  injustice 
about  which  I  was  talking.  The  amend¬ 
ment  was  hastily  drafted  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate,  and  was  submitted. 

In  further  discussions,  it  was  discov¬ 
ered  that  it  would  be  desirable  to  modify 
the  amendment  somewhat  in  order  to 
carry  out  the  intent  of  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon.  Therefore,  legisla¬ 
tive  counsel  redrafted  the  amendment. 

I  am  assured  that  the  substitute  which 
I  now  offer  is  germane  to  the  amendment 
which  I  in  fact  offered  the  other  day  and 
which  it  was  agreed  should  go  to  con¬ 
ference. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Is  the  object  of 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  in  presenting 
the  substitute  now  to  have  it  printed,  in 
order  that  it  may  be  referred?  The  bill 
has  already  been  passed,  of  course.  Let 
me  inquire  what  the  Senator’s  object  is? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Of  course  I  understand 
that  the  bill  has  been  passed.  I  simply 
wish  to  make  this  record  here,  so  that 
the  Senator  from  Georgia  can  use  it  in 
the  discussions  which  will  occur  in  the 
committee  of  conference.  I  now  seek 
only  to  have  the  redraft  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  printed,  for  the  use  of  the  con¬ 
ferees.  I  am  not  asking  the  Senate  to 
adopt  the  substitute,  although  it  is  ger- 
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Mr.  Ellender,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
•  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  S.  984] 

The  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  to  whom  was  referred 
the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  having  con¬ 
sidered  the  same,  report  thereon  with  a  recommendation  that  it  do 
pass  with  amendments. 

HISTORY  OF  LEGISLATION 

Throughout  World  War  II  and  since  the  termination  of  hostilities, 
it  has  been  necessary  to  import  agricultural  workers  from  foreign 
countries  in  order  to  assist  in  the  production  of  adequate  supplies  of 
food  and  fiber  for  domestic  consumption  in  the  United  States  and  foi 
export.  Principal  sources  of  foreign  farm  labor  have  been  Canada, 
the  British  West  Indies,  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and  many  work¬ 
ers  have  been  recruited  in  Puerto  Rico.  In  1948  the  United  States 
and  Mexico  reached  an  agreement  on  the  method  by  which  workers 
from  Mexico  would  be  imported  for  temporary  employment  in  agri¬ 
culture.  In  October  1948  Mexico  terminated  the  1948  agreement 
and  a  new  agreement  was  approved  and  became  effective  August  1, 
1949.  The  program  of  importing  farm  workers  from  Mexico  is  now 
operating  under  that  agreement. 

The  1948  agreement  established  a  system  of  importing  workers 
from  Mexico  without  subsidization  by  the  Federal  Government. 
This  system  was  continued  by  the  present  international  agreement 
whereby  the  private  employer,  upon  certification  by  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  that  he  cannot  obtain  adequate  domestic 
farm  labor,  recruits  workers  in  Mexico  with  the  joint  approval  of 
United  States  and  Mexican  Government  officials  and  under  their 
direct  supervision.  Under  the  old  and  present  agreement  the  em¬ 
ployer  pays  the  entire  cost  of  transporting  the  worker  from  Mexico 
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and  return,  and  he  pays  for  supplies  and  subsistence  during  the  period 
of  movement.  He  also  makes  other  guaranties  to  the  worker  under 
the  individual  work  contract  and  is  required  to  post  a  bond  of  $25 
for  each  worker  to  guarantee  maintenance  of  status  and  departure  of 
the  alien  agricultural  worker. 

In  addition  the  1948  agreement  provided  that  10  percent  of  the 
worker’s  salary  be  withheld  and  then  returned  to  him  upon  termination 
of  the  contract.  This  provision  was  deleted  in  the  1949  agreement. 
The  present  agreement  also  differs  from  the  1948  agreement  in  that 
it  contains  detailed  procedures  for  handling  of  complaints  of  workers 
against  employers  violating  their  contracts  and  cases  of  discrimination 
against  Mexican  workers. 

Violation  of  contracts  by  the  workers  has  caused  considerable  ex¬ 
pense  to  the  employers  by  forcing  forfeiture  of  the  departure  bonds. 
Often  the  worker  has  returned  to  his  home  in  Mexico,  and  while  no 
expense  may  have  been  incurred  by  the  Government  or  the  employer 
in  such  return,  failure  by  the  worker  to  report  his  departure  to  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  has  caused  unnecessary 
confusion  and  expense  to  agricultural  producers  in  this  country.  Oh 
the  other  hand,  many  contract  violators  have  been  apprehended,  and 
the  costs  of  apprehension  must  be  paid  by  the  employer.  In  certain 
instances,  this  liability  has  amounted  to  considerable  expense  to  the 
employer.  Therefore,  the  agricultural  producers  in  the  United  States 
have  protested  vigorously  against  the  requirement  for  posting  of 
bonds. 

The  program  of  importing  farm  laborers  from  Mexico  is  confronted 
with  a  major  problem  in  the  form  of  illegal  immigration  of  workers 
commonly  known  as  wetbacks.  Instead  of  entering  the  country  at 
official  points  and  according  to  law,  thousands  of  workers  swim  or 
wade  across  the  Rio  Grande  River  and  enter  illegally.  Because  they 
are  often  put  to  work  by  United  States  employers  before  their  backs 
are  dry,  they  have  been  commonly  referred  to  as  wetbacks.  The 
wetback  situation  presents  great  economic  and  social  problems.  The 
illegal  immigrant  is  always  subject  to  deportation,  and  under  such 
circumstances,  the  wetback  will  work  for  wages  far  below  a  level 
which  will  enable  him  to  maintain  a  proper  standard  of  living  for  him¬ 
self  or  his  family.  At  the  same  time,  their  employment  undercuts  the 
going  wage  of  domestic  farm  labor  and  thus  forces  the  latter  to  accept 
substandard  wages  also,  or  move  on  to  other  work. 

This  process  not  only  provides  the  wetback  and  the  domestic  farm 
laborer  with  grossly  inadequate  incomes,  but  it  also  affects  the  status 
of  Spanish-speaking  citizens  of  the  United  States  and  retards  their 
assimilation  into  the  normal  social  and  economic  life  of  the  country. 
While  the  present  international  agreement  addresses  itself  to  the  wet¬ 
back  problem,  illegal  entry  of  Mexican  citizens  into  the  United  States 
has  increased  greatly  and  conservative  estimates  place  the  number  of 
wetbacks  entering  the  country  in  1950  at  more  than  a  million.  The 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  in  the  year  ending  June  30, 
1950,  deported  nearly  500,000  aliens  back  to  Mexico,  and  undoubtedly 
as  many  were  never  apprehended. 

In  connection  with  negotiations  to  modify  the  existing  agreement, 
representatives  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico  met  in  conference  at 
Mexico  City  beginning  January  26  of  this  year  to  discuss  the  various 
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problems  noted  above.  During  the  course  of  the  conference,  the 
Mexican  Government  served  notice  that  it  was  terminating  the  1949 
agreement. 

The  United  States  delegation  to  the  conference  was  headed  by  Carl 
W.  Strom,  consul  general  of  the  United  States  in  Mexico.  Chairman 
Allen  J.  Ellender  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and 
Congressman  W.  R.  Poage  of  the  House  Committee  on  Agriculture 
were  appointed  delegates  from  their  respective  committees  and  served 
as  advisers  to  the  United  States  delegation. 

As  an  alternative  method  to  the  recruitment  of  farm  workers  in 
Mexico  by  private  employers  and  subsequent  posting  of  compliance 
bonds,  it  was  suggested  at  the  conference  that  an  agency  of  the  United 
States  recruit  such  workers  and  that  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  guarantee  compliance  with  the  individal  work  contract.  It 
was  understood  that  the  United  States  Government  is  not  now 
authorized  to  undertake  such  a  program.  The  United  States  dele¬ 
gation  agreed  to  have  such  legislation  introduced  in  the  Congress, 
and  since  its  enactment  would  require  time  for  following  legislative 
procedure,  the  Mexican  Government  agreed  to  continue  the  present 
international  agreement  until  June  30,  1951. 

The  conferees  then  agreed  to  recommend  to  their  respective  govern¬ 
ments  that  the  following  program  be  established: 

1 .  The  Mexican  Government  would  establish  migratory  stations  at 
such  places  in  Mexico  as  .might  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Mexican 
Government  and  the  United  States  Government. 

2.  Recruiting  teams  consisting  of  Mexican  and  United  States 
representatives  would  then  recruit  agricultural  workers  at  places  near 
the  residences  of  the  workers,  and  the  workers  would  be  brought  to 
the  migratory  stations  by  the  Mexican  Government. 

3.  Following  screening  by  the  United  States  immigration  officials, 
the  workers  would  be  transported  to  reception  centers  in  the  United 
States  at  the  expense  of  the  United  States  Government.  Return 
transportation  from  the  reception  center  to  the  migratory  station  by 
this  Government  would  also  be  guaranteed. 

4.  At  the  reception  center  in  the  United  States,  the  worker  would 
be  free  to  choose  the  type  of  agricultural  work  he  desires,  and  the  em¬ 
ployer  would  be  free  to  select  the  workers  whom  he  desires.  Proper 
,  supervision  of  these  negotiations  by  representatives  of  both  Govern¬ 
ments  would  be  maintained. 

5.  Transportation  from  the  reception  center  to  the  place  of  em¬ 
ployment  and  return  would  be  at  the  expense  of  the  employer,  as 
well  as  subsistence  and  other  guaranties  as  required  by  the  individual 
work  contract. 

In  accordance  with  the  understanding  at  the  conference,  S.  984  was 
introduced  on  February  27  by  Senator  Ellender  and  referred  to  your 
committee.  Hearings  were  conducted  on  the  bill  and  testimony  re¬ 
ceived  from  officials  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  Department  of 
State,  Department  of  Agriculture,  farm  organizations,  employers  of 
agricultural  labor,  and  officials  of  labor  unions.  Two  other  bills, 
S.  949  and  S.  1106,  were  also  considered  dining  the  hearings  and  at 
subsequent  executive  sessions  of  the  committee. 

Evidence  on  several  aspects  of  the  problem  was  presented  and  dis¬ 
cussed  thoroughly  during  the  sessions  of  the  committee.  More  com- 
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plete  utilization  of  domestic  farm  labor  through  Government  sub¬ 
sidization,  supplemented  by  the  proposed  program  for  importing 
agricultural  workers,  was  recommended  to  the  committee.  However, 
a  program  providing  Government  transportation  of  domestic  laborers 
within  the  country  and  establishment  of  overnight  stops  or  additional 
reception  centers  would  involve  considerable  expenditure  by  the 
Federal  Government.  At  the  same  time,  evidence  was  presented  to 
the  committee  that  the  shortage  of  farm  labor  was  usually  in  the 
supply  of  “stoop’’  labor,  a  term  used  because  the  worker  is  required  to 
stoop  or  bend  forward  to  do  his  work.  The  natural  inclination  of 
workers  to  accept  higher  paid  or  easier  work  than  such  labor  often 
creates  a  shortage  of  these  workers  and  agricultural  producers  have 
found  it  necessary  to  import  foreign  workers  to  make  available  an 
ample  supply.  This  stoop  labor  is  just  as  essential  as  other  operations 
in  the  production  of  food  and  fiber  and  therefore,  your  committee 
believes  that  provision  should  be  made  at  this  time  for  supplying  the 
foreign  agricultural  labor  found  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic 
labor  force,  and  the  establishment  of  additional  programs  for  recruit¬ 
ment,  transportation,  and  placement  of  domestic  farm  laborers  should 
be  considered  as  the  need  arises. 

ANALYSIS  OF  BILL 

Section  501  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to — 

1.  Recruit  workers  in  Mexico  for  temporary  agricultural  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  United  States; 

2.  Establish  and  operate  reception  centers  at  or  near  the  places 
of  actual  entry  of  such  workers  into  the  United  States  for  the  purpose 
of  receiving  and  housing  them  while  arrangements  are  being  made 
for  their  employment  in,  or  departure  from,  the  United  States; 

3.  Provide  transportation  from  recruitment  centers  in  Mexico  to 
such  reception  centers  and  from  such  reception  centers  to  recruitment 
centers  after  termination  of  employment; 

4.  Provide  such  workers  with  such  subsistence,  emergency  medical 
care,  and  burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial  expenses  in  any 
one  case)  as  may  be  or  become  necessary  during  transportation 
authorized  by  paragraph  3  and  while  such  workers  are  at  reception 
centers ; 

5.  Assist  such  workers  and  employers  to  negotiate  contracts  of( 
employment;  and 

6.  Guarantee  the  performance  by  employers  of  provisions  of  such 
contracts  relating  to  payment  of  wages  or  the  furnishing  of  trans¬ 
portation. 

The  bill  also  provides  that  the  Secretary  may  recruit  Mexicans  al¬ 
ready  in  the  United  States  for  agricultural  employment.  That  pro¬ 
vision  has  been  amended,  however,  to  require  that  such  workers  must 
have  originally  entered  the  country  legally.  S.  984  further  provides 
that  workers  recruited  under  the  program  authorized  by  the  bill  will 
be  free  to  accept  or  decline  agricultural  employment  with  any  eligible 
employer,  and  to  choose  the  type  of  agricultural  employment  they  de¬ 
sire.  Likewise,  employers  will  be  free  to  offer  agricultural  employ¬ 
ment  to  any  workers  of  their  choice  not  under  contract  to  other 
employers. 
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While  the  purpose  of  S.  984  is  to  authorize  this  country  to  carry  out 
its  part  of  the  agreement  reached  with  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  the 
bill  as  introduced  authorized  recruitment  of  agricultural  workers  from 
other  countries  in  the  Western  Hemisphere,  pursuant  to  arrangements 
between  the  United  States  and  such  countries,  and  from  Hawaii  and 
Puerto  Rico.  The  bill  as  reported  would  confine  the  program  to  the 
Republic  of  Mexico,  since  extending  it  to  other  countries  would  change 
the  present  method  of  recruitment  of  farm  workers  in  those  countries 
for  temporary  employment  in  the  United  States. 

Section  502  provides  that  no  workers  shall  be  made  available  to  any 
employer  unless  such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
United  States  to — 

1.  Indemnify  the  United  States  against  any  loss  by  reason  of  its 
guaranty  of  such  employer’s  contracts. 

2.  Reimburse  the  United  States  for  expenses,  not  including  salaries 
or  expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency  personnel,  incurred  by 
it  for  the  transportation  and  subsistence  of  workers  in  amounts  not 
vto  exceed  $20  per  worker. 

3.  Pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in  which  a  worker  is  not 
returned  to  the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the  individual 
work  contract,  and  is  apprehended  in  the  United  States,  an  amount 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal 
cost  to  the  employer  of  returning  other  workers  from  the  place  of 
employment  to  the  reception  center,  less  any  portion  thereof  required 
to  be  paid  by  any  other  employers. 

The  bill  as  introduced  provided  that  the  employer  pay  for  all 
expenses  up  to  $20  incurred  by  the  Government  in  recruitment  and 
transportation  of  workers.  The  committee  believes  normal  salary 
and  other  expenses  of  Government  officials  administering  the  program 
should  not  be  charged  to  the  individual  employer  of  the  workers 
recruited  by  such  Government  employee  and  recommends  amending 
the  bill  accordingly. 

S.  984  as  introduced  also  provided  that  in  the  case  of  a  worker 
violating  his  contract,  the  employer  would  pay  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  an  amount  equal  to  the  cost  of  returning  such  worker  from  his 
place  of  employment  to  the  reception  center.  Your  committee  has 
amended  the  bill  to  require  such  reimbursement  only  when  the  con¬ 
tract  violator  has  been  apprehended  within  the  United  States  and 
'since  the  original  provision  was  subject  to  the  interpretation  that  the 
employer  would  have  to  pay  the  costs  of  apprehension,  new  language 
is  recommended  to  clarify  the  intent  of  the  bill  that  the  employer  pay 
only  the  normal  cost  of  returning  such  worker  from  the  place  of  em¬ 
ployment  to  the  reception  center. 

Section  503  provides  that  no  workers  recruited  under  this  program 
shall  be  available  for  employment  in  any  area  unless  the  director  of 
State  employment  security  for  such  area  has  determined  and  certified 
that  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and  qualified 
are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform  the  work 
for  which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  and  that  the  employment 
of  such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working  con¬ 
ditions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  employed.  Your 
committee  believes  the  State  director  will  be  in  a  position  to  respond 
immediately  to  any  real  needs  in  his  area  for  additional  workers  and 
can  protect  the  welfare  of  domestic  farm  laborers  already  in  the  area. 
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Section  504  provides  that  workers  recruited  in  Mexico  shall  be  ad¬ 
mitted  to  the  United  States  subject  to  the  immigration  laws,  and  that 
no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which  imposes  liability  upon  any 
person  for  the  failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart  from  the  United 
States  upon  termination  of  employment.  Section  504  also  provides 
that  workers  already  in  the  country  and  who  otherwise  would  be 
eligible  for  admission  to  the  United  States  may  remain  to  accept  agri¬ 
cultural  employment  pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  The  bill  as  introduced  did  not 
subject  retention  of  such  workers  for  agricultural  employment  to  future 
arrangements  between  the  two  countries. 

Section  505  exempts  agricultural  workers  imported  from  Mexico 
from  social  security  benefits  and  taxes,  and  withholding  of,  or  payment 
of,  such  taxes  by  the  employers  of  such  workers.  The  section  further 
provides  that  such  workers  shall  not  be  subject  to  the  head  tax  levied 
under  section  2  of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1917. 

Section  506  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  utilize  the  facilities 
and  services  of  other  Federal  and  State  agencies  as  may  be  agreed 
upon,  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncompensated  services, 
and  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating  and  carry¬ 
ing  out  agreements  or  arrangements  relating  to  the  importation  of 
agricultural  workers  from  Mexico. 

Section  507,  as  amended,  defines  the  agricultural  employment  for 
which  workers  can  be  recruited  as  that  covered  by  section  3  (f)  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or  section  1426  (h)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended.  The  bill,  as  introduced, 
provided  that  in  addition  to  the  work  considered  to  be  agricultural 
employment  by  the  above-cited  statutes,  the  term  “agricultural 
employment”  would  include  horticultural  employment,  cotton  ginning 
and  compressing,  crushing  of  oilseeds,  and  the  packing,  canning, 
freezing,  drying,  or  other  processing  of  perishable  or  seasonable 
agricultural  products.  Your  committee  believes  it  unwise  to  enact 
greatly  different  definitions  of  common  terms  in  various  statutes  and 
therefore  recommends  the  bill  be  amended  accordingly. 

Section  507  also  defines  “employer”  to  include  an  association  or 
group  of  employers.  This  provision  is  designed  to  reduce  the  cost  of 
administering  the  program  by  permitting  the  Secretary  to  deal  with 
an  association  or  group  rather  than  with  its  individual  members./ 
However,  the  committee  believes  an  amendment  is  necessary  in  orderV 
to  protect  the  United  States  in  dealing  with  associations  or  groups 
which  might  later  prove  financially  irresponsible.  The  amendment 
would  limit  the  provision  to  associations  or  groups  which  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  deems  financially  responsible,  or  whose  individual  members 
are  liable  for  the  obligations  of  the  association  or  group  in  the  event  of 
default  by  such  association  or  group.  The  amendment  would  not 
require  the  Secretary  to  enter  into  individual  contracts  with  member- 
employers  of  any  association  or  group  so  long  as  its  form  of  organiza¬ 
tion  or  its  arrangement  with  its  members  is  such  that  its  members 
are  liable  on  its  obligations. 

The  bill  is  amended  to  provide  in  section  508  that  nothing  in  the 
act  shall  be  construed  to  limit  the  authority  of  the  Attorney  General 
to  permit  the  importation  of  workers  from  any  other  country  for 
agricultural  employment,  pursuant  to  the  immigration  laws,  or  to 
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permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the  United  States  legally  to  remain 
for  employment  on  farms. 

Section  509  provides  that  the  program  of  importing  foreign  agri- 
•cultural  workers,  as  authorized  by  the  act,  shall  terminate  December 
31,  1952. 

CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

In  considering  this  legislation,  your  committee  has  endeavored  to 
work  out  a  program  which  will  make  available  an  adequate  supply  of 
agricultural  workers  from  Mexico  as  expeditiously  as  possible.  At 
-the  same  time,  your  committee  has  attempted  to  keep  the  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government  at  a  minimum.  Under  the  program  contem¬ 
plated  by  S.  984  the  Federal  Government  will  assume  financial  re¬ 
sponsibility  for,  first,  costs  of  recruitment  of  workers  in  Mexico  and 
transportation  to  reception  centers  within  the  United  States  exceeding 
$20  per  worker;  second,  establishment  and  maintenance  of  reception 
centers  in  the  United  States;  third,  cost  of  apprehending  contract 
violators;  and,  fourth,  guaranteeing  compliance  by  employers  with 
the  individual  work  contract  with  respect  to  payment  of  wages  and 
furnishing  of  transportation. 

It  is  expected  that  recruitment  of  Mexican  farm  laborers  by  a  gov¬ 
ernmental  agency,  payment  of  their  transportation  to  a  reception 
center  within  the  United  States  and  return,  and  furnishing  of  sub¬ 
sistence  during  that  time  will  not  cost  much  more  than  $20  per  worker. 
The  Department  of  Labor  has  estimated  that  such  cost  might  average 
nearly  $35  per  worker,  but  its  estimates  were  based  upon  the  recruit¬ 
ment  of  workers  on  the  average  as  far  as  500  miles  south  of  the  Mexico- 
United  States  border.  It  is  hoped  that  adequate  Avorkers  can  be 
recruited  closer  to  the  border  and  if  so,  such  costs  to  the  Government 
Avill  be  less  than  those  contained  in  the  estimate.  It  must  be  kept  in 
mind  that  the  average  cost  up  to  $20  will  be  paid  by  the  employer, 
and  only  where  the  average  cost  is  more  than  $20  will  the  Federal 
Government  pay  for  transportation  and  subsistence. 

No  estimate  has  been  made  by  the  Department  of  Labor  as  to  the 
probable  cost  of  establishing  and  maintaining  reception  centers  in  the 
United  States  by  the  Federal  Government.  HoAvever,  in  the  agree¬ 
ment  reached  in  Mexico  City,  the  Mexican  Government  agreed  to 
establish  migratory  stations  in  Mexico  at  its  expense,  and  it  appears 
fair  and  reasonable  to  your  committee  that  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  should  bear  its  share  of  the  program  to  the  extent  of  establishing 
the  necessary  reception  centers  in  the  United  States  near  the  border. 
It  was  recommended  by  various  witnesses  in  the  hearings  conducted 
on  the  legislation  that  several  reception  centers  be  established  through¬ 
out  the  country.  As  the  committee  is  reporting  a  bill  which  would 
make  the  employer  pay  practically  all  of  the  cost  of  importing  workers 
from  Mexico,  your  committee  has  agreed  to  authorize  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  only  those  stations  absolutely  required  to  furnish  the  necessary 
facilities  at  or  near  the  border.  Thus  it  will  be  possible  to  keep  recep¬ 
tion  center  costs  at  a  minimum. 

The  expenses  incurred  in  apprehending  contract  violators  are  not 
expected  to  add  materially  to  the  cost  of  the  program.  It  is  the  intent 
of  the  legislation  that  such  apprehension  will  be  carried  out  by  the 
presently  constituted  authorities  in  connection  with  their  regular 
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duties,  and  in  the  case  of  workers  not  apprehended  there  should  be  no 
cost  involved. 

Finally,  the  bill  authorizes  the  Federal  Government  to  assume 
responsibility  for  compliance  of  employers  with  the  individual  work 
contract,  with  respect  to  the  payment  of  wages  and  the  furnishing  of 
transportation.  However,  the  bill  further  provides  that  the  employer 
must  agree  to  reimburse  the  Federal  Government  for  any  losses 
incurred  by  it  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of  employers’  contracts. 
Thus,  the  contingent  liability  of  the  United  States  in  this  respect 
should  not  result  in  much  loss  to  the  Government. 

The  United  States  as  well  as  Mexico  must  do  everything  possible 
to  solve  the  wetback  problem  presented  by  great  numbers  of  Mexicans 
entering  the  United  States  illegally  every  year.  Both  Governments 
agreed  at  the  conference  in  Mexico  City  to  intensify  their  efforts  to 
control  these  violations  of  immigration  laws.  The  program  author¬ 
ized  by  S.  984  whereby  a  governmental  agency  will  recruit  workers 
in  Mexico  in  cooperation  with  officials  of  the  Mexican  Government 
is  expected  to  provide  a  supply  of  workers  for  agricultural  employment 
in  compliance  with  the  laws  of  both  countries.  While  the  program 
does  not  attempt  to  cover  all  phases  of  the  wetback  problem,  it  is 
expected  to  be  helpful  in  alleviating  the  situation. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  committee  that  the  bill,  as  amended,  will 
protect  the  financial  interests  of  the  United  States  and  will  provide  an 
effective  program  of  importing  needed  agricultural  workers  from 
Mexico.  On  the  other  hand,  failure  to  enact  legislation  authorizing 
the  United  States  Government  to  carry  out  its  part  of  the  agreement 
reached  at  Mexico  City  will  mean  the  termination  of  the  present 
international  agreement  and  importation  program  as  of  June  30. 
Therefore,  your  committee  recommends  early  enactment  of  S.  984, 
as  amended. 

CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are.  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  Amended 

TITLE  V - AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  production  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products  as  the  Secretary' of  Agriculture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying 
agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  ( pursuant  to  arrangements  between 
■  the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico),  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  ( including  any  such  workers  temporarily  in  the 
United  States  under  legal  entry);  . 

{2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception  renters  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual 
entry  of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  re¬ 
ceiving  and  housing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are  being  made  for  their 
employment  in,  or  departure  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

( 3 )  to  provide  transportation  for  such  workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside 
the  continental  United  States  to  such  reception  centers  and  transportation  from 
such  reception  centers  to  such  recruitment  centers  after  termination  of  employ¬ 
ment; 

(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such  subsistence,  emergency  medical  care, 
and  burial  expenses  ( not  exceeding  $150  burial  expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may 
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be  or  become  necessary  during  transportation  authorized  by  paragraph  ( 3 )  and 
while  such  workers  are  at  reception  centers; 

(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers  in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  ( such  workers  being  free  to  accept  or  decline  agricultural 
employment  with  any  eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type  of  agricultural 
employment  they  desire,  and  eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricultural 
employment  to  any  workers  of  their  choice  not  under  contract  to  other  employers) ; 

(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  employers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts 
relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  furnishing  of  transportation. 

Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  title  to  any  employer 
unless  such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the  United  States — 

( 1 )  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of 
such  employer’s  contracts; 

(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries 
or  expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency  personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the 
transportation  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this  title  in  amounts  not  to 
exceed  $20  per  worker;  and 

(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned 
to  the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the  contract  entered  into  under  section 
501  ( 5 )  and  is  apprehended  within  the  United  States,  an  amount  determined 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal  cost  to  the  employer  of 
returning  other  workers  from  the  place  of  employment  to  such  reception  center, 
less  any  portion  thereof  required  to  be  paid  by  other  employers. 

Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall  be  available  for  employmen 
in  any  area  unless  the  Director  of  State  Employment  Security  for  such  area  has  de¬ 
termined  and  certified  that  ( 1 )  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and 
qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform  the  work  for  which 
such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  and  ( 2 )  the  employment  of  such  workers  will  not 
adversely  affect  the  wages  and,  working  conditions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers 
similarly  employed. 

Sec.  504-  Workers  recruited  under  this  title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  United 
States  shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if 
already  in,  and  otherwise  eligible  for  admission  to,  the  United  States  may,  pursuant 
to  arrangements  between  the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  be  permitted 
to  remain  therein)  for  such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  may  be  specified  by  the 
Attorney  General  but,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  or  regulation,  no 
penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which  imposes  liability  upon  any  person  for  the  failure 
of  any  such  worker  to  depart  from  the  United  States  upon  termination  of  employment. 

Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  ( 1 )  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as  follows: 

“(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under  contracts 

entered  into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

amended.” 

(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as  follows: 

“(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under  contracts 

entered  into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as 

amended.” 

(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1917,  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132). 

Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal  and  State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pur¬ 
suant  to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  services  of  such  agencies;  and  to  allo¬ 
cate  or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reimburse  such  agencies  for  expenses 
in  connection  therewith; 

(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncompensated  services;  and 

(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  co¬ 
operate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating  and  carrying  out  agreements  or 
arrangements  relating  to  the  employment  in  the  United  States,  subject  to  the 
immigration  laws,  of  agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

(1)  The  term  “agricultural  employment”  includes  services  or  activities  included 
within  the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended. 

(2)  The  term  “ employer ”  shall  include  an  association,  or  other  group,  of  employers, 
but  only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for  whom  workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in 
the  event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the  obligations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant  to  section 
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502,  or  ( B )  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  individual  liability  is  not  necessary 
to  assure  performance  of  such  obligations. 

Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the 
Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general  immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  impor¬ 
tation  of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural  employment  as  defined  in  section 
507,  or  to  permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the  United  States  legally  to  remain  for 
the  purpose  of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment  under  such  conditions  and 
for  such  time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall  specify. 

Sec.  509.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  title  for  employment 
after  December  31,  1952. 

Social  Security  Act,  as  Amended 

*  *  Sfc  ^  %  *  * 

Sec.  210.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

Employment 

(a)  The  term  “employment”  means  any  service  performed  after  1936  and  prior 
to  1951  which  was  employment  for  the  purposes  of  this  title  under  the  law  ap¬ 
plicable  to  the  period  in  which  such  service  was  performed,  and  any  service,  of 
whatever  nature,  performed  after  1950  either  (A)  by  an  employee  for  the  person 
employing  him,  irrespective  of  the  citizenship  or  residence  of  either,  (i)  within  the 
United  States,  or  (ii)  on  or  in  connection  with  an  American  vessel  or  American 
aircraft  under  a  contract  of  service  which  is  entered  into  within  the  United  States 
or  during  the  performance  of  which  and  while  the  employee  is  employed  on  the 
vessel  or  aircraft  it  touches  at  a  port  in  the  United  States,  if  the  employee  is  em¬ 
ployed  on  and  in  connection  with  such  vessel  or  aircraft  when  outside  the  United 
States,  or  (B)  outside  the  United  States  by  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  as  an 
employee  for  an  American  employer  (as  defined  in  subsection  (e));  except  that, 
in  the  case  of  service  performed  after  1950,  such  term  shall  not  include— 

(1)  (A)  Agricultural  labor  (as  defined  in  subsection  (f)  of  this  section)  per¬ 
formed  in  any  calendar  quarter  by  an  employee,  unless  the  cash  remuneration 
paid  for  such  labor  (other  than  service  described  in  subparagraph  (B))  is  $50 
or  more  and  such  labor  is  performed  for  an  employer  by  an  individual  who  is 
regularly  employed  by  such  employer  to  perform  such  agricultural  labor. 
For  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  an  individual  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
regularly  employed  by  an  employer  during  a  calendar  quarter  only  if — 

(i)  such  individual  performs  agricultural  labor  (other  than  service 
described  in  subparagraph  (B))  for  such  employer  on  a  full-time  basis 
on  sixty  days  during  such  quarter,  and 

(ii)  the  quarter  was  immediately  preceded  by  a  qualifying  quarter. 
For  the  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the  term  “qualifying  quarter”  means 
(I)  any  quarter  during  all  of  which  such  individual  was  continuously  employed  by 
such  employer,  or  (II)  any  subsequent  quarter  which  meets  the  test  of  clause  (i)  if, 
after  the  last  quarter  during  all  of  which  such  individual  was  continuously  em¬ 
ployed  by  such  employer,  each  intervening  quarter  met  the  test  of  clause  (i). 
Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  subparagraph,  an  individual 
shall  also  be  deemed  to  be  regularly  employed  by  an  employer  during  a  calendar 
quarter  if  such  individual  was  regularly  employed  (upon  application  of  clauses  (i) 
and  (ii)),  by  such  employer  during  the  preceding  calendar  quarter. 

(B)  Service  performed  in  connection  with  the  production  or  harvesting  of  any 
commodity  defined  as  an  agricultural  commodity  in  section  15  (g)  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Marketing  Act,  as  amended,  or  in  connection  with  the  ginning  of  cotton; 

(U)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  into 
in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 

Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  Amended 

Sec.  1426  *  *  * 

(b)  Employment. — The  term  “employment”  means  any  service  performed 
after  1936  and  prior  to  1951  which  was  employment  for  the  purposes  of  this 
subchapter  under  the  law  applicable  to  the  period  in  which  such  service  was  per¬ 
formed,  and  any  service,  of  whatever  nature,  performed  after  1950  either  (A)  by 
an  employee  for  the  person  employing  him,  irrespective  of  the  citizenship  or 
residence  of  either,  (i)  within  the  United  States,  or  (ii)  on  or  in  connection  with 
an  American  vessel  or  American  aircraft  under  a  contract  of  service  which  is  en¬ 
tered  into  within  the  United  States  or  during  the  performance  of  which  and  while- 
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the  employee  is  employed  on  the  vessel  or  aircraft  it  touches  at  a  port  in  the 
United  States,  if  the  employee  is  employed  on  and  in  connection  with  such  vessel 
•or  aircraft  when  outside  the  United  States,  or  (B)  outside  the  United  States  by  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States  as  an  employee  for  an  American  employer  (as  defined 
in  subsection  (i)  of  this  section) ;  except  that,  in  the  case  of  service  performed 
after  1950,  such  term  shall  not  include — 

(1)  (A)  Agricultural  labor  (as  defined  in  subsection  (h)  of  this  section) 
performed  in  any  calendar  quarter  by  an  employee,  unless  the  cash  remunera¬ 
tion  paid  for  such  labor  (other  than  service  described  in  subparagraph  (B))  is 
$50  or  more  and  such  labor  is  performed  for  an  employer  by  an  individual 
who  is  regularly  employed  by  such  employer  to  perform  such  agricultural 
labor.  For  the  purposes  of  this  subparagraph,  an  individual  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  regularly  employed  by  an  employer  during  a  calendar  quarter  only  if— 

(i)  such  individual  performs  agricultural  labor  (other  than  service  de¬ 
scribed  in  subparagraph  (B))  for  such  employer  on  a  full-time  basis  on 
sixty  days  during  such  quarter,  and 

(ii)  the  quarter  was  immediately  preceded  by  a  qualifying  quarter. 
For  the  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence,  the  term  “qualifying  quarter” 
means  (I)  any  quarter  during  all  of  which  such  individual  was  continuously 
employed  by  such  employer,  or  (II)  any  subsequent  quarter  which  meets  the 
test  of  clause  (i)  if,  after  the  last  quarter  during  all  of  which  such  individual 
was  continuously  employed  by  such  employer,  each  intervening  quarter  met 
the  test  of  clause  (i).  Notwithstanding  the  preceding  provisions  of  this  sub- 
paragraph,  an  individual  shall  also  be  deemed  to  be  regularly  employed  by 
an  employer  during  a  calendar  quarter  if  such  individual  was  regularly 
employed  (upon  application  of  clauses  (i)  and  (ii))  by  such  employer  during 
the  preceding  calendar  quarter. 

(B)  Service  performed  in  connection  with  the  production  or  harvesting  of 
any  commodity  defined  as  an  agricultural  commodity  in  section  15  (g)  of  the 
Agricultural  Marketing  Act,  as  amended,  or  in  connection  with  the  ginning 
of  cotton; 

(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended. 
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[Report  No.  214] 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

February  27  (legislative  day,  January  29),  1951 

Mr.  Ellender  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  read  twice  and  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 

April  11  (legislative  day,  March  26),  1951 
Reported  by  Mr.  Ellender,  with  amendments 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 
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Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 
That  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows: 

“TITLE  V— AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 


“Sec.  501.  Eor  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  pro¬ 
duction  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  as  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying 
agricultural  workers  from  foreign  countries  within  the  West¬ 
ern  Hemisphere  (pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the 


11  United 


and  such  countries)  ■  or  from  Hawaii  or  Puerto 
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Ulee  the  Republic  of  Mexico  ( pursuant  to  arrangements 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico),  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including’  any  such 
workers  temporarily  in  the  United  States  under  legal 
entry)  ; 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception  centers  at 
or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry  of  such  workers  into 
the  continental  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  receiv¬ 
ing  and  housing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  departure  from, 
the  continental  United  States; 

“  (3 )  to  provide  transportation  for  such  workers 
from  recruitment  centers  outside  the  continental  United 
States  to  such  reception  centers  and  transportation  from 
such  reception  centers  to  such  recruitment  centers  after 
termination  of  employment ; 

“  (4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such  subsist¬ 
ence,  emergency  medical  care,  and  burial  expenses  (not 
exceeding  $150  burial  expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may 
be  or  become  necessary  during  transportation  authorized 
by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such  workers  are  at  recep¬ 
tion  centers; 

“(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers  in  ne¬ 
gotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  employment  (such 
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workers  being  free  to  accept  or  decline  agricultural 
employment  with  any  eligible  employer  and  to  choose 
the  type  of  agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  to  any  workers  of  their  choice  not  under  con¬ 
tract  to  other  employers)  ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  employers 
of  provisions  of  such  contracts  relating  to  the  payment 
of  wages  or  the  furnishing  of  transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under 
this  title  to  any  employer  unless  such  employer  enters  into 


an  agreement  with  the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against  loss 
hy  reason  of  its  guaranty  of  such  employer’s  contracts; 
“(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
fry  ft  in  the  recruitment  and 
under  this  title  in  sueh  ameuntsr  net  te 
$2-0  per  workers  as  may  he  agreed  upon  hy  the  United 
States  and  sueh  employer  essential  expenses,  not  includ¬ 
ing  salaries  or  expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  bg  it  for  the  transportation  and  sub¬ 
sistence  of  workers  under  this  title  in  amounts  not  to 
exceed  $20  per  worker :  and 

“(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in 
which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to  the  reception  center 
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in  accordance  with  the  contract  entered  into  under  sec¬ 
tion  501  (5)  j-a®  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary 
el  Labor  to  he  equivalent  to  the  eest  el  returning  sueh 
worker  and  is  apprehended  within  the  United  States,  an 
amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  be 
equivalent  to  the  normal  cost  to  the  employer  of  returning 
other  workers  from  the  place  of  employment  to  such 
reception  center,  less  any  portion  thereof  required  to  be 
paid  by  other  employers. 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall  he 
available  for  employment  in  any  area  unless  the  Director  of 
State  Employment  Security  for  such  area  has  determined  and 
certified  that  (1)  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place 
needed  to  perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to 
be  employed,  and  (2)  the  employment  of  such  workers  will 
not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions  of 
domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  employed. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this  title  who  are 
not  citizens  of  the  United  States  shall  he  admitted  to  the 
United  States  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already 
in,  and  otherwise  eligible  for  admission  to,  the  United  States 
shah  may,  pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Eepublic  of  Mexico,  he  permitted  to  remain 
therein)  for  such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  may  he 
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specified  by  the  Attorney  General  but,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  or  regulation,  no  penalty  bond  shall  be 
required  which  imposes  liability  upon  any  person  for  the 
failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart  from  the  United  States 
upon  termination  of  employment. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 

Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as  follows : 

“‘(0)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural 
workers  under  contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with 
title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 
“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
a  new  subparagraph  as  follows : 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural 
workers  under  contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with 
title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 
“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provisions  of  this  title 
shall  not  he  subject  to  the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2 
of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1917,  8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132) . 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal  and 
State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursuant  to  such  agreements) 
the  facilities  and  services  of  such  agencies;  and  to  alio- 
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cate  or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reimburse 
such  agencies  for  expenses  in  connection  therewith ; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncom¬ 
pensated  services ;  and 

“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic 
agricultural  labor  force,  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  in  negotiating  and  carrying  out  agreements  or 
arrangements  relating  to  the  employment  in  the  United 
States,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws,  of  agricultural 
workers  from  foreign  countries  within  -tho  Westorn 


the  Republic  of  Mexico. 


“Sec.  HQS  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“(1)  The  term  'agricultural  employment’  includes 
services  or  activities  included  within  the  provisions  of 
section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Reve- 


other  groups  of  employers  shall  include  an  association, 
or  other  group,  of  employers,  but  only  if  (A)  those 


of  its  members  for  whom  workers  are  being  obtained  are 


bound,  in  the  event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the  obli- 
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gations  undertaken  by  it  'pursuant  to  section  502,  or 
(B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  individual 
liability  is  not  necessary  to  assure  performance  of  such 
obligations. 

“Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
limiting  the  authority  of  the  Attorney  General,  pursuant  to 
the  general  immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation  of 
aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural  employment  as 
defined  in  section  507,  or  to  permit  any  such  alien  who 
entered  the  United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  purpose 
of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment  under  such 
conditions  and  for  such  time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General, 
shall  specify. 

“Sec.  509.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under 
this  title  for  employment  after  December  31,  1952.” 
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^DELIGHTS;  Sen.  Aiken  discussed  inflation  controls  and  opposed  ’’freezing”  of  parity 
fop  farm  commodities.  House  committee  reported  export-control  bill.  Hep.  Dawson 
introduced  bills  to  carry  out  Hoover  Commission  recommendations,  including  USDA  re¬ 
organization.  House  debated  military-training  bill.  President  ammroved  mea.nut  bilL 

HOUSE 


MILITARY  TM1HIH&*  Continued  debate  on  S,  1,  the  military  training  and  service 
bill.'  Rejected,  l40-232,  the  Barden  amendment  which  would  continue  the  draft 
with  no  provision  for  universal  military  training,  (pp.  3S60— 902.) 


X 


2. 


y 


EXPORT  CONTROL.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
H.  J.  Res.  197,  to  continue  export-control  authority  through  June  30,  1953 
(H.  Rent.  318) (?.  3913 )‘V,  ' 

INDIA  AID.  Ren»  Heller,  N.  Y*.  smoke 


(p.  3907). 


of  s> 


in  favor  of  shipment  of  wheat  to  India 


SEDATE 


1H 


4. 


I1DTLATI01T  CONTROLS.  Sen.  Aiken  discussed -gleans  of  controlling  inflation,  recom¬ 
mending  stricter  credit  controls,,  reduction  in  nenessential  Government  expend¬ 
itures,  increased  taxes,  and  pheouragenent  of  investment  by  individuals  in 
Government  bonds.  Sen.  Aikefi  also  opposed  the  ’’freezing  of  parity  for  farm  com¬ 
modities,  ”  and  said  that  rners  ’’are  afraid  to  p|*ant  this  spring  for  fear  that 
the  nrice  will  be  rolled  bank  on  then  when  the  crop'  is  ready  to  sell.”  (pp. 
3842-^) 

5.  R.F.C.  Began  debate  on  S.  Res.  76,  to  disap-prove  Reorganization  Plan  No.  1,  re¬ 

garding  RFC  (t*T.  3819-20,  3830-5,  3839-40 ,  3844-51) . 

|  x  "  X 

6.  RESEARCH  LAfJDS.  Sen.  Morse  moved. to  reconsider  the  vote  by  which  the  Senate 
nassedyo.  271,  which  authorizes  the  transfer  of  a  tract  of  land  used  for  re-* 

in  horse  breeding  to  tho  Vermont  Agricultural  College,  for  agriculture, 
mui  poses  (n.  3819)  • 


*al 


.iEM  ORGANIZATION.  Sen.  Butler,  Ncbr.,  inserted  a  Washington  Daily  News  article 


cl  a  in  ing  -that  President  Tror.-ig.ii.  snubbed  Allan' 3’.  Kline,  president  of  the  Par: 
Bureau,,  by  not’  appointing  him  tc  the  Mobilization  'Policy  Advisory  Beard  (p. 
3352).  .  '  ‘ 


\ 


n 


S .  .ITOIIIUATIOITS.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Comitt ec  reported  'favorably  the 
nomination  of  Richard  D.  Searles  to  bo  Under  Secretary  of  Interior,  and  the 
Interstate  and  Foreign  Comoro e  Committee  reported  favorably  the  nomination  of 
Delos  W.  Rentzel  to  be  Under  Secretary  of  Comcrcc  for  Transpor&tiori  (p.  pS53)< 
Cforif irned  the  nouination  of  John  L.  Rogers  to  be  an  Interstate  Commerce 
Commissioner  (p.  3854).  ,  .  .  -  ■*  '  • 


9.  I'TDIA  AID.  Sen.  ¥iley  inserted  a.  Business  and  Professional  Women 1  s  Club  (River 
Palls,  Wis.)  resolution  favoring  the /shipment  of  grain  to  India  (p.  3815) . 


10.  F0RELG1T  TRADE.  Sen.  Holland  submitted  an  amendment  he  intends  to  propose  to 


t. 


l6l2,  to  cut end  the  Trade  Agreements  Act  (pp.  38l5~7)» 


FARM  LABOR.  S.  9^4  as  reported  (see  Digest  65)*  amends  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949  so  as  to  authorize  the  Labor  Department  to  recruit  farm  workers  from  Mexi¬ 
co  to  relieve  the  farm  labor  shortage  in  the  U.  S.  The  farmers  would  be  re¬ 
quired  to  reimburse  the  U.  S.  up  to  220  per  worker  for  expenses  for  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  of  such  work  r 5  and  could  arrange  for  such  employment 
through  associations  or  groups.  The  bill  also  provides  that  its  provisions 
shall  not  bo  construed  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the  Attorney  General  to 
permit  the  importation  of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for -agricultural  employ¬ 
ment  .  - 


12.  BUILD  IiTGS  DISPERSAL.  S.  218  as  reported'  (see  Digest  65),  authorizes  GSA  to  con¬ 
struct  4  buildings  outside  of,  but  in  the  vicinity  of  D.  C.,  for  the  accomoda-’ 
tion  of  Government  activities.  Three  cf  the  buildings  would  bo  on  sites  to.be 
acquired,  and  1  on  part  of  the  site  of  the  Agricultural  Research  Center,  3dts- 
ville,  Md.,  and  each  would  be  designed  to  accomodate  5.000  employees.  Directs 
GSA  to  demolish  temporary  buildings  built  in  D.  C.  prior  to  and  during  War  II 
as  soon  as  space  can  be  provided  elsewhere.  Authorizes  GSA  to  assign  and  reas¬ 
sign  space  to  executive  agencies  in  and  outside  of  D.  C. ,  end  to  provide  for 
the  transfer  of  not  less  than  25,000  positions  from  D.  C.  and  its  immediate  vi 
cinity.  All  executive  agencies  arc  directed  to  cooperate  with  GSA  in  carrying 
out  the  project.  Authorizes  appropriation  of  $107,000,000  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  regarding  the  construction  and  demolition  of  buildings .  Andf pro¬ 
vides  for  the  establishment  of  a  Joint  Congressional  Committee  on  Dispersal, 
Demolition,  and  Decentralization  composed  of  ten  members,  5  from  the  S.  Rub lie 
Works  Committee  and  5  from.  the  House  Public  Works  Committee. 


DILLS  INTRODUCED 


18, 


RDORGAlDCZATIOr.  Rcp.  Dawson,  Ill.,  introduced  the  following  bills  to  carry  out 
the  recommendations  of  the  Hoover  Commission:  (The  bills  were  referred  to  the 
Expenditures  in  Executive  Departments  Committee  unless  otherwise  indicated.) 

H.  R.  3o8>4,  reorganisation  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture;  to  Agriculture 
Committee  (p.  3914). 

H.-  R,  3674,  to  establish  principles  and  policies  to  govern  generally  the 
management  of  the  executive  branch. (p.  3913)* 


H.  R.  3b75.  separation  of  subsidy  from  air-mail  pay; 


Interstate  and  For¬ 


eign  Commerce  Committee  (p.  3913")* 


H.  R.  3“'76,  to  place  in  GSA  various  activities  in  D.  C.  ( 


>13). 


H.  R.  3677,  creating  a  Tot  mans*  Insurance  Corporation;  to  Veterans*  Affairs 
Committee  (p.  3913)* 
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SENATE 

?PUR  IMPORTS.  Passed  with  mendncnt s  H.  E.  333 6 ,  to  suspend  certain  import" 
ta>5QS  on  copper  during  the  emergency  (pp.  4434—55*  4461-1) •  Agreed  to  tjae 
Butlci’-r-Thye  amendment  making  haler  twine  free  of  import  duty  (pp*  L45,2^5). 

Jr 

Senate  and  House  conferees  were  appointed  on  S,  271,  tc  transfer 
c  Pam  to  the  Vermont  Agricultural  College  (pp*  4433“4,  4500). 


2.  EE  SEARCH 

the  Morgan  I 


3»  DEFENSE  C01TTEACTS.  Passed  with  anendnent  S.  99&>  to  amend  the  Assignnent  of 
\  Clains  Act  of  1940  so  ins  to  encourage  hanks  and  other  financial  institutions  to 
make  loans  to  Government  co  ntractor s.  on  the  assignment  of  C-ovcrnnent  contracts. 
The  amendment  vans  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  jbiH  identical  with  H,  E.  3^92» 
which  has  been  reported  in  the  House,  (up.  446p~4. ) 


1.  PAPM  LABOE.  S.  984,  the  fa.rm-la.hor  supply  hill,  x^as  na.de  the  unfinished  business 
and  printed  in  the  Record  with  the  committee  anendn ei t s «,  Sen.  Humphrey  submitt-, 
cd  minority  views  or.  tho  hill  (S,  S^pt.  2l4,  part  2).  Sens.  Anderson,  .  Chavez, 
Lehman,  a.nd  yordon  submitted  amendments  which  they  intend  to  propose  to  the  hill, 
Sen.  Ellendcr  said  a  total  of  °2  amenrhments  have  been  submitted  so  far',  (up. 

4430,  4464—6.)  . _ 


HOUSE 


5*  INDIA  AID.  .The  Rules  Committee  reported  a.  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  E. 
3791 »  to  authorize  a  loan  to  India  for  purchase  of  agricultural  products  in  this 
country  (p.,  4500). 

6.  FOURTH  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  HILL.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported 
thi^Dill,  H.  E.  3042,  which  consists  of  various  items  for  the  Department  of 
P^ense  and  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (H.  Eept.  377) (p.  4473)* 


-2- 


7#  LAND  TRANSITS#  deceived  fron  the  Defense  Department  a  proposed  hill  to  transfer 
a -tract  of  Darners*  Hone  Acta  inis  t  ration  land  at  Shumaker,  Ark#,  to  the  Navy  D©- 
p artn ent ;  to  Agriculture  Cpnnit tee  (pp#  4501-?.)# 

2.  INTERIOR  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Continued  dehate  on  this  hill,  H.  R.  3790  (pP. 
4473*99) •  Agreed  to  various  amendments,  including  the  following} 

Various  anenctacnts,  throughout  the  hill,  to  prohibit  the  purchase  of  pas  sen- 
gpr  vehicles .  except  for  roplacenents  (pp.  447 7“9 *  4493;  44$ 5)  • 

By  Rcr\  Pickett,  Tex*,  to  reduce  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  iten  by 

,$200,000  (pp*  4479-Sl),  with  a  Jensen  amendment .  requiring  that  $1,200,000 
of  the  BLM  appropriation  he  used  for  soil  conservation  so  that  this  acti- 

.  vity  would  net  suffer  fro n  the  cut  (pp,  4420^-1), 

By  Rep,  ¥ig|fl.csyorth.  Mass,,  to  redupe  the  '^general  investigations n  iten  of 
,  ...  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  fron  $5,000,000  to  $4,000,000,  hy  a  73-52  vote 

. (pp#  44$7-9),.  ■  ’  ■  •  / 

By  Rep*  Rees,  Nans • ,  to  reduce  fron  $100  to  $50  the  per-dien  amount  which  the 
Bonneville  Powpr.  Acta  inis  tra.t  ion  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  would  he 
permitted  to  pay  to  experts  and  consultants  (pp. /4473*"7»  4493“4). 

Rep.  Carnahan,  Mo.-,  spoke  against  the  Short  amendment  (which  was  previous^ 

,  agreed  to  in  Committee  of  the  Whole)  to  prohibit  contraction  of  the  western 
■  Missouri  power  project,  saving  it  woul d  unduly  restrict  REA,  and  announced  that 
he  will  demand  a  roll-call  Vote  on  the  amendment  before  the  hill  is  passed  (p, 
Up6). 

Rep.  Taber,  IT#  Y# ,  offered,  an> amendment  to  reduce  h y  $10,000,000  the  amount 

ation  projects,  a,nd  this  amendment 


for  construction  and  rehabilitation  of  reclam; 
is  the  pending  business  (p#  4499)* 


BILL  ?  INTRODUCED 


9.  PERSONNEL.  H.  R.  38I48,  by  Rep.  Roger?"  JMass. ,  to  establish  the  Federal  Agency 
for  Handicapped,  to  define  its  duties;  t.o  Education  end  Labor  Committee  (p.i(,50£ 

•  .  ■  /  \ 

ITEMS,,  IN  APPEND^ 

/  \ 

10.  DISPERSAL.  Sen.  Thye  inserted  4.  Washington  Evening  Star  editorial.^  ”Vhy  Disper- 
,  sal  has  Shelved”  (pp.  A2l4.Oi4.-9)* 


11. 


1. 


FLOOD-CONTROL;  ELECTRIFICATION.  Speeches  of  Reps. 'ffiardy,  Va.,  and  Barden,  N.C., 
opposing  appropriations  for  the  Buggs  Island  flood-control  and  electric-genera¬ 
ting  project  (pp,  A2I4O5-6;  A2I4II4-5)  • 

V 

12.  INFLATION.  Rep.  Vurs'ell,  Ill.,  inserted  a  Wage  Earner  Forum  article  discussing 

ways  to  fight  inflation  and  urging  reduction  in  nonessenWal  expenditures 
(pp.  A2I4I6-7). 

/  \ 

13.  RECLAMATION.  ROp.  Poulson,  Calif.,  inserted  a  Los  Angeles  (Calif.)  Times  edi¬ 

torial  opposing  the  proposed  central  Arizona  project  (p.  A2I42I4’)  • 

II4.  ST.  LAWTRENCE  SEAT  JAY.  Rep.  McGregor,  Ohio,  inserted  W.  D.  Johnson’s  (Order  of 
Railway  Conductors)  statement  opposing  this  proposed  project  (p.  A2ljl)3)  • 

0O0 


COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS  for  Apr.  26;  K.  Agriculture,  PEA.  operations  and 
problems  (Geissler  to  testify);  H.  Veterans’  Affairs,  direct  VA  farm-house  loans 
undei  GI  bill-;  H.  Agriculture,  tobacco  problems  (ex.);  S.  Armed  Services,  to  amend 
Ci/il  Defense  Act;  8.  Finance,  trade  agreements;  S.  Post  Office,  postal  rate  in¬ 
creases;  H.  Ways  and  Means,  revenue  revision  (ex.).  N 

-  0O0  - 
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The  Senate  met  at  12  o’clock  meridian, 
on  the  expiration  of  the  recess. 

His  Excellency,  Norman  J.  O.  Makin, 
Ambassador  from  the’Common  wealth  of 
Australia  to  the  United .  States,  offered 
the  following  prayer: 

God,  our  father,  the  father  of  all 
mankind,  Thou  art  the  God  that  doest 
wonders.  Thou  art  our  refuge  and 
strength,  and  we  turn  to  Thee,  In 
these  days  so  tense  and  fraught  with 
tremendous  consequences  for  good  or 
evil,  we  seek  Thy  guidance.  Our  God, 
we  would  remember  the  prophet  who 
sought  Thy  voice,  but  who  did  not  find 
it  in  the  earthquake  or  the  whirlwind. 
In  all  the  confusions  around  us,  may  we 
turn  to  Thee  and  see  the  majesty  of  Thy 
power.  In  the  face  of  common  dangers, 
preserve  us  from  evil  intent  or  moral 
decay. 

May  we  be  resolute  and  united,  con¬ 
scious  of  our  high  calling  in  the  affairs 
of  the  nations.  May  we  be  free  from 
arrogance  or  hatred.  Grant  us  wisdom 
and  understanding  in  dealing  with  all 
men,  with  our  friends  and  our  enemies. 
With  all  radiance  and  power  may  we 
make  these  things  self-evident,  so  that 
the  world  shall  know  that  this  is  the  way 
by  which  men  are  made  free — that  it  is 
the  truth  alone  that  shall  make  men 
free. 

Almighty  God,  we  humbly  beseech 
Thee  to  vouchsafe  Thy  blessing  upon  the 
President,  the  Vice  President,  and  the 
people  of  this  Nation.  Prosper  all  wise 
deliberation  in  this  Legislature,  and 
bless  every  Member  of  this  Senate  in  his 
individual  and  corporate  responsibilities, 
to  the  advancement  of  Thy  glory  and  the 
true  welfare  of  the  people  of  the  United 
States  of  America. 

In  Thine  infinite  wisdom,  bind  the  na¬ 
tions  in  the  bonds  of  one  accord.  Grant 
that  all  men  everywhere  may  turn  to 
Thee  and  be  moved  by  divine  compas¬ 
sion.  Preserve  brave  men  and  assuage 
their  suffering.  Grant  us  the  blessings 
of  peace  with  honor,  and  finally  bring 
us  all  to  the  joys  of  Thine  eternal  king¬ 
dom.  Through  Jesus  Christ  our  Lord. 
Amen. 

THE  JOURNAL 

On  request  of  Mr.  McFarland,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  reading  of  the 


Senate 

( Legislative  day  of  Tuesday,  April  17,  1951 ) 

Journal  of  the  proceedings  of  Tuesday, 
April  24,  1951,  was  dispensed  with. 


Messages  in  writing  from  the  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States  were  commu¬ 
nicated  to  the  Senate  by  Mr.  Miller,  one 
of  his  secretaries,  and  he  announced 
that  the  President  had  approved  and 
signed  the  following  acts: 

On  April  24,  1951 : 

S.  60.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Cilka  Eliza¬ 
beth  Ingrova;  and 

S.  379.  An  act  to  authorize  relief  of  au¬ 
thorized  certifying  officers  of  terminated  war 
agencies  in  liquidation  by  the  Department  of 
Labor. 

On  April  25,  1951: 

S.  82.  An  act  to  provide  reimbursement  of 
expenses  incurred  in  connection  with  the 
burial  of  those  who  served  in  the  military 
forces  of  the  Commonwealth  of  the  Philip¬ 
pines  while  such  forces  were  in  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  pursuant  to  the 
military  order  of  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  dated  July  26,  1941. 


On  his  own  request,  and  by  unanimous 
consent,  Mr.  Cain  was  excused  from  at¬ 
tendance  on  sessions  of  the  Senate 
Thursday  and  Friday  of  this  week. 

On  request  of  Mr.  Holland,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  he  and  Mr.  Smath- 
ers  were  excused  from  attendance  on  the 
sessions  of  the  Senate  for  the  remainder 
of  the  week,  to  make  a  formal  visit  to 
the  Florida  Legislature,  now  in  biennial 
session,  with  reference  to  both  Federal 
and  State  matters. 

COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  DURING  SENATE 
SESSION 

On  request  of  Mr.  O’MahOney  (for  Mr. 
Chavez)  ,  and  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
subcommittee  of  the  Appropriations 
Committee  having  before  it  the  Labor 
and  Federal  Security  appropriation  bill 
was  authorized  to  sit  during  the  session 
of  the  Senate  today. 

On  request  of  Mr.  Kilgore,  and  by 
unanimous  consent,  the  subcommittee  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee  having 
before  it  the  Treasury  and  Post  Office 
appropriation  bill  was  authorized  to  sit 
during  the  session  of  the  Senate  this 
afternoon. 


CORRECTION 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  a  correction  be 
made  in  my  remarks  in  the  April  4,  1951, 
Record. 

On  page  3347,  center  column,  line  11, 
of  my  remarks,  Corp.  Mitchell  Red 
Cloud,  posthumous  winner  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Medal  of  Honor,  is  stated  as 
having  Friendship,  Wis.,  as  his  residence. 
This  information  was  taken  from  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army’s  official  records. 
I  am  informed,  however,  by  Representa¬ 
tive  Hull,  of  Wisconsin,  that  the  proper 
address  should  be  Merrillan,  Wis.,  and  I 
ask  that  this  correction  be  made  in  the 
permanent  Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  correc¬ 
tion  will  be  made. 

TRANSACTION  OF  ROUTINE  BUSINESS 

Mi’.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  Senators  be 
permitted  to  present  petitions  and  me¬ 
morials,  submit  reports,  introduce  bills 
and  joint  resolutions,  and  transact  other 
routine  business,  without  debate,  and 
without  speeches. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

PROPOSED  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION,  LEGISLATIVE  BRANCH  (S.  DOC. 

NO.  28) 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before 
the  Senate  a  communication  from  the 
President  of  the  United  States,  trans¬ 
mitting  a  proposed  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation,  in  the  amount  of  875,000,  for 
the  legislative  branch,  fiscal  year  1952, 
in  the  form  of  an  amendment  to  the 
budget  for  said  fiscal  year,  which,  with 
the  accompanying  paper,  was  referred 
to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 

DEAN  ACHESON— RESOLUTION  OF  LLOYD 

SPETZ  POST,  NO.  1,  AMERICAN  LEGION, 

BISMARCK,  N.  DAK. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  I  present 
for  appropriate  reference  and  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  have  printed  in  the 
Record  a  resolution  adopted  by  Lloyd 
Spetz  Post,  No.  1,  the  American  Legion, 
of  Bismarck,  N.  Dak.,  with  which  I  am 
fully  in  accord  and  I  commend  them  for 
the  action  they  have  taken.  It  relates 


MESSAGES  FROM  THE  PRESIDENT- 
APPROVAL  OF  BILLS 


LEAVES  OF  ABSENCE 
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to  the  proposed  resignation  or  impeach¬ 
ment  of  Dean  Acheson,  Secretary  of 
State. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  and  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Whereas  the  great  majority  of  all  patriotic 
citizens  of  the  United  States  were  shocked 
and  astounded  by  the  action  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident  of  the  United  States  in  relieving  Gen¬ 
eral  MacArthur  of  his  command;  and 

Whereas  we  deem  such  action  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident  both  unjustifiable  and  of  grievous  and 
dangerous  consequences  to  the  United  States 
of  America  and  to  the  world;  and 

Whereas  this  act  has  every  appearance  of 
further  appeasement  of  the  evil  forces  of 
communism  now  rampant  in  a  divided 
world;  and 

Whereas  it  appears  that  the  President  has 
been  unduly  influenced  in  this,  as  well  as 
other  matters,  by  the  Secretary  of  State, 
Dean  Acheson,  and  that  greater  concern  has 
been  shown  for  the  reactions  of  communism 
than  for  maintaining  the  highest  standards 
of  Americanism  that  have  always  and  al¬ 
ways  should  prevail  in  our  great  Nation;  and 

Whereas  we  deem  that  the  best  interests 
of  the  Nation  demand  that  Dean  Acheson,  as 
Secretary  of  State,  either  resign  or  be  im¬ 
peached,  the  American  people  having  lost  all 
confidence  in  him  long  ago  and  it  appearing 
that  he  and  the  State  Department  are  out 
of  touch  and  out  of  harmony  with  the  think¬ 
ing  of  our  people,  and  that  the  feeling  of 
many  of  the  people  of  our  country  is  that  his 
actions  have  the  appearance  of-  the  actions  of 
a  Judas:  Now,  therefore,  in  meeting  duly 
assembled,  the  Lloyd  Spetz  Post,  No.  1,  of 
the  American  Legion  of  Bismarck,  N.  Dak., 
does  hereby  resolve  that  it  is  the  sense  of  the 
meeting  that  Dean  Acheson,  as  Secretary  of 
State,  must  be  retired  from  the  Government 
for  the  good  of  the  Nation,  and  that  it  is 
further  the  sense  of  this  meeting  that  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  should  imme¬ 
diately  demand  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  that  Dean  Acheson,  as  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State,  resign  or  that  he  be  subjected 
to  impeachment  by  the  Congress;  be  it 

Resolved,  That  it  is  the  sense  of  this  meet¬ 
ing  that  it  is  imperative  that  the  Congress 
assert  its  leadership  in  this  grave  hour  to 
safeguard  the  vital  interests  of  the  Nation 
and  take  whatever  steps  may  be  necessary  to 
avert  and  prevent  grave  and  serious  errors  of 
policy  in  the  future  that  have  prevailed  in 
the  recent  past;  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
sent  to  the  President  of  the  United  States, 
to  Dean  Acheson,  Secretary  of  State,  and  to 
the  entire  congressional  delegation  of  the 
State  of  North  Dakota. 

REPORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE 

The  following  report  of  a  committee 
was  submitted: 

By  Mr.  PASTORE,  from  the  Committee  on 
the  District  of  Columbia: 

S.  945.  A  bill  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia  Teachers’  Salary  Act  of  1947;  with 
an  amendment  (Rept.  No.  296). 

PRINTING  OF  COMPILATION  OF  SOCIAL- 
SECURITY  LAWS  (S.  DOC.  NO.  27) 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Adminis¬ 
tration,  I  report  favorably,  without 
amendment.  Senate  Resolution  125,  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  immedi¬ 
ate  consideration. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  125)  submitted  by  Mr. 
George  on  April  11,  1951,  was  considered 
and  agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  compilation  of  social- 
security  laws,  prepared  by  the  Social  Security 


Administration  for  the  use  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Finance,  be  printed  as  a  Sen¬ 
ate  document. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  May  I  ask  whether 
the  action  just  taken  was  on  the  so- 
called  Kem  resolution? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  No.  The  resolution 
(S.  Res.  125)  was  submitted  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  George],  It 
provides  for  the  printing  as  a  Senate 
document  of  a  compilation  of  the  social- 
security  laws  which  was  prepared  for 
the  use  of  the  Committee  on  Finance. 
FUNERAL  EXPENSES  OF  THE  LATE  SEN¬ 
ATOR  ARTHUR  H.  VANDENBERG,  OF 

MICHIGAN 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Committee  on  Rules  and  Adminis¬ 
tration,  I  report  favorably,  without 
amendment,  Senate  Resolution  131,  and 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  its  preserft 
consideration. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Res.  131)  submitted  by  Mr. 
Ferguson  on  April  23,  1951,  was  consid¬ 
ered  and  agreed  to,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  That  the  Secretary  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  hereby  is  authorized  and  directed  to  pay 
from  the  contingent  fund  of  the  Senate  the 
actual  and  necessary  expenses  incurred  by 
the  committee  appointed  to  arrange  for  and 
attend  the  funeral  of  Hon.  Arthur  H.  Van- 
denberg,  late  a  Senator  from  the  State  of 
Michigan,  on  vouchers  to  be  approved  by  the 
Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration. 

AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF 
1949— MINORITY  VIEWS 

Mr.  HUMPHREY,  as  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
submitted  his  minority  views  on  the  bill 
(S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949,  which  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
as  part  2  ot-Report  No.  214. 

Vbills  introduced 

Bills  were  introduced,  read  the  first 
time,,,  and,  by  unanimous  consent,  the 
second  time,  and  referred  as  follows: 

By  Mr.  YOUNG: 

S.  1380.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Walter  L. 
onson;  to  the  Committee  on  Finance. 

By  Mr.  LANGER: 

S.  1381.  A  bill  authorizing  the  issuance  of 
a  patent  in  fee  to  Marcella  Mentz  Wicks; 
and 

S.  1382.  A  bill  authorizing  the  issuance  of 
a  patent  in  fee  to  Marcella  Mentz  Wicks;  to 
the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Af¬ 
fairs. 

S.  1383.  A  bill  to  provide  education  and 
training  for  veterans  who  apply  for  courses 
prior  to  July  25,  1951,  but  who  are  unable 
to  initiate  such  courses  prior  to  such  date; 
to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare. 

By  Mr.  DWORSHAK: 

S.  1384.  A  bill  for  the  relief  of  Dwight  A. 
Fry;  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

By  Mr.  CORDON: 

S.  1385.  A  bill  to  amend  an  act  entitled 
“An  act  relating  to  the  revested  Oregon  & 
California  Railroad  and  reconveyed  Coos 
Bay  Wagon  Road  grant  lands  situated  in  the 
State  of  Oregon”;  and 

S.  1386  (by  request).  A  bill  to  provide  for 
the  conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife  on  the 
Klamath  Reservation,  in  Oregon,  and  for 
other  purposes;  to  the  Committee  on  Inte¬ 
rior  and  Insular  Affairs. 


PREVENTION  OF  TRAFFIC  IN  WAR 
MATERIALS  WITH  ENEMIES 

Mr.  LANGER  submitted  the  following 
concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  29), 
which  was  referred  to  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 

Whereas  some  members  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  have  been  and  still  are  selling,  barter¬ 
ing,  trading,  and  otherwise  procuring  for  the 
communistic  countries  engaged  in  fighting 
an  undeclared  war  against  us,  strategic  war 
materials  and  food,  and  by  such  conduct  giv¬ 
ing  aid  and  comfort  to  our  Enemies;  and 

Whereas  individuals,  firms,  corporations, 
and  partnerships  in  this' country  have  been 
and  are  now  said  to  be  engaged  in  selling, 
trading,  giving,  and  bartering  strategic  war 
materials  and  food/  thereby  giving  aid  and 
comfort  to  our  enemies:  Therefore  be  it 

Resolved  by  tRe  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring).  That  in  case  mem¬ 
ber  countries  of  the  United  Nations  are 
proven  guilty  of  trafficking  in  such  materials 
with  our  Enemies  in  time  of  actual  combat, 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States  shall  in¬ 
struct  our  delegates  to  the  United  Nations  to 
offer  a  resolution  to  expel  such  guilty  coun¬ 
tries  from  membership  in  the  United  Nations. 

Sec.  2.  In  case  a  citizen  of  this  country  or 
any  resident  thereof,  who  is  so  trafficking 
with  our  enemies  as  set  forth  in  this  reso¬ 
lution,  shall  be  declared  to  be  engaged  in 
treasonable  conduct  against  this  country 
and  that  such  persons  be  tried  for  treason  as 
provided  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States  for  levying  war  against  the  United 
States  or  giving  aid  and  comfort  to  our 
enemies. 

AMENDMENT  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF 
1949— AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  ANDERSON  submitted  amend¬ 
ments  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him 
to  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  which  were  ordered  to 
lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  submitted  amendments 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  984,  supra,  which  were  ordered  to 
lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  LEHMAN  submitted  amendments 
intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to  Senate 
bill  984,  supra,  which  was  ordered  to  lie 
on  the  table  and  to  be  printed. 

Mr.  CORDON  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him  to 
Senate  bill  984,  supra,  which  was  ordered 
to  lie  on  the  table  and  to  be  printed.^ 
EXECUTIVE  MESSAGE  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT  laid  before  the 
Senate  a  message  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  several 
nominations,  which  were  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Armed  Services. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
See  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 
ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTICLES,  ETC., 
PRINTED  IN  THE  APPENDIX 

On  request,  and  by  unanimous  consent, 
addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc.,  were 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appendix,  as 
follows : 

By  Mr.  HUMPHREY: 

An  address  delivered  by  him  on  the  sub¬ 
ject  Essentials  of  America’s  Foreign  Policy, 
before  the  Foreign  Policy  Conference  in  St. 
Paul,  Minn.,  April  14,  1951. 

By  Mr.  WILEY: 

An  address  delivered  by  him  before  the 
Virginia  Federation  of  Women’s  Clubs  at 
their  convention  in  the  Shoreham  Hotel  on 
April  24,  1951. 
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emergency  to  suspend  temporarily  for  a  pe¬ 
riod  to  be  determined  by  it,  the  present  im- 
por\  tax  on  copper  under  conditions  which 
will  \ot  discourage  or  tend  to  discourage 
domestic  exploration  or  production  of 
copper. 

the  Congress  of  the  United 
the  tariff  on  copper  the 
ing  Association,  representing 
iustry  of  the  State  of  Colo- 
vestern  affiliated  organiza- 
way  change  its  posi- 


In  urgt 
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Colorado 
the  mining 
rado  and  other 
tions,  does  not 


tion  in  strong  opposition  to  any  reduction 
in  tariffs  on  other  'metals  which  are  de¬ 
signed  to  equalize  to  e  modest  degree  the 
differentials  in  costs  between  foreign  pro¬ 
duction  and  domestic  production.  Nor  does 
the  Colorado  Mining  Association  in  endors¬ 
ing  this  program  change  its  position,  which 
has  always  been  and  continues^  he  strong¬ 
ly  in  favor  of  encouraging  domestic  ex¬ 
ploration.  development,  and  production  of 
domestic”  minerals  from  marginal  as  well 
as  the  preferred  mining  operations\x>f  this 
Nation. 

The  national  economy  requires  that  we 
continue  in  every  way  possible  the  encour¬ 
agement  of  domestic  mining,  and  that  we 
build  up  as  quickly  as  possible  our  stock¬ 
piles  of  metals  so  that  this  country  will  be\ 
prepared  to  meet  any  emergency  which  may 
arise  involving  the  safety  and  security  of 
our  Nation. 

The  Colorado  Mining  Association, 

Blair  Burwell,  President. 

Robert  S.  Palmer, 

Executive  Director. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  care  to  make  any  further  argument 
except  to  say  that  the  bill  contains  a 
committee  amendment  which  was  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  junior  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
vada  [Mr.  Malone],  which  limits  the  life 
of  the  bill  to  a  day  fixed,  or  to  the  termi¬ 
nation  of  the  national  emergency  as  de¬ 
clared  by  the  President  of  the.  United 
States,  whichever  is  earlier. 

I  think  we  might  now  have  a  vote  on 
the  bill.  I  am  sure  there  is  not  any  gen¬ 
eral  opposition  to  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  offered, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendments  and  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  (H.  R.  3336)  was  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  title  will  be  amended  to 
conform  with  the  amendment  previously 
adopted,  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Butler]  for  himself  and 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  ThyeL 
FINANCING  OF  DEFENSE  CONTRACTS  BY 

BANKS  AND  OTHER  FINANCING  INSTI¬ 
TUTIONS 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Senate  bill  998,  Calen¬ 
dar  No.  196. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title,  for  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  998) 
to  facilitate  the  financing  of  the  defense 
contracts  by  banks  and  other  financing 
institutions,  to  amend  the  Assignment  of 
Claims  Act  of  1940,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President - - 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Indiana  does  not  wish  to  object  to  hav¬ 
ing  the  bill  taken  up,  does  he? 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  No;  I  have  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  having  the  bill  taken  up. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  with 
amendments  on  page  2,  line  12,  after 
the  word  “into”,  to  strike  out  “on  or 
after  July  1,  1950,”;  in  line  17,  after  the 
word  “designate”,  to  insert  “except  those 
contracts  under  which  all  work  required 
by  the  contract  has  been  completed  prior 
to  date  of  the  enactment  of  this  amend¬ 
ment”;  in  line  20,  after  the  word  “act”, 
to  insert  “in  connection  with  a  factoring 
arrangement  or”;  in  line  24,  after  the 
W>rd  “assignee”,  to  insert  “except  pay¬ 
ments  in  excess  of  amounts  paid  or 
loahed  to  the  assignee  under  any  factor¬ 
ing  arrangement,  loan,  discount,  or  ad¬ 
vance  njade  in  connection  with  or  se¬ 
cured  b£.  the  assignment”;  on  page  3, 
line  8,  after  the  word  “provide”,  to  strike 
out  the  coiftma  and  “or  be  amended  to 
provide,”;  in  line  13  after  the  word  “pay¬ 
ments”,  to  insert  “except  payments  in 
excess  of  amounts  paid  or  loaned  to  the 
assignee  under  any  factoring  arrange¬ 
ment,  loan,  discount,  or  advance  made 
in  connection  with  or  secured  by  the 
assignment”;  in  line  21,  after  the  word 
“penalties”,  to  strike  out  “(which  terms 
does  not  include  damages  for  failure  of 
the  assignor  to  perform  the  work  re¬ 
quired  by  the  contract)  ”  and  insert 
“(which  terms  do  not  include  amounts 
which  may  be  collected  or  withheld  from 
the  assignor  in  accordance  with  or  for 
failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract)”;  on  page  4,  line  2,  after  the 
word  “contract”,  to  strike  out  the  colon 
and  the  following  proviso:  “ Provided , 
That,  notwithstanding  the  provision  of 
this  sentence,  the  United  States  or  any 
department  or  agency  thereof  may,  on 
account  of  any  claim  against  the  as¬ 
signor,  withhold  out  of  aggregate  pay¬ 
ments  to  be  made  under  assigned  con¬ 
tracts  any  amount  remaining  after  pay¬ 
ment  to  the  assignee  of  an  amount  equal 
to  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  assignee’s 
loans,  discounts,  and  advances  to  the 
assignor  which  are  secured  by  assign¬ 
ments  under  this  act  and  which  are  out¬ 
standing  as  of  the  date  of  receipt  by  the 
assignee  of  written  notice  of  the  exist¬ 
ence  and  amount  of  such  claim  against 
the  assignor.” 

And  after  line  12,  to  insert  a  new  sec¬ 
tion,  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  That  subsection  (a)  of  the  fourth 
proviso  of  the  second  paragraph  of  section 
3477  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
and  subsection  (a)  of  the  fourth  proviso  of 
the  second  paragraph  of  section  3737  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  be  eliminated, 
and  subsections  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  of  said  pro¬ 
visos  be  redesignated  as  subsections  (a),  (b), 
and  (c),  respectively. 


So  as  to  make  the  bill  read: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That,  for  the  purpose 
of  facilitating  the  financing  of  defense  cop/'- 
tracts  but  without  prejudice  to  any  riants 
accruing  under  the  Assignment  of  Claims 
Act  of  1940  as  heretofore  existing,  sections 
3477  and  3737  of  the  Revised  Stahfltes,  as 
amended  by  the  Assignment  of  Claims  Act  of 
1940  (U.  S.  C.,  title  31,  sec.  203;  a^d  U.  S.  C„ 
title  41,  sec.  15),  as  amended,  are  further 
amended  by  striking  out  the  following  sen¬ 
tence  of  each  such  section/' “Any  contract 
entered  into  by  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
Department  of  the  Air  Force,  or  the  Navy  De¬ 
partment  may  provide  that  payments  to  an 
assignee  of  any  claim  arising  under  such 
contract  shall  not  be  subject  to  reduction  or 
set-off,  and  if  it  is  so  provided  in  such  con¬ 
tract,  such  payments  shall  not  be  subject  to 
reduction  or  set-off  for  any  indebtedness  of 
the  assignor  to  the  United  States  arising  in¬ 
dependently  of  such  contract.”  and  by  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following:  “In  any 
case  in  which  a  claim  under  any  contract 
entered  into  by  the  Department  of  the  Army, 
the  Department  of  the  Navy,  the  Department 
of  the  Air  Force,  General  Services  Admin¬ 
istration,  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  or  any 
other  department  or  agency  of  the  United 
States  which  the  President  may  designate, 
except  those  contracts  under  which  all  work 
required  by  the  contract  has  been  completed 
prior  to  date  of  the  enactment  of  this 
amendment,  is  or  has  been  assigned  pursuant 
to  this  act  in  connection  with  a  factoring 
arrangement  or  as  security  for  any  loan,  dis¬ 
count,  or  advance  or  any  commitment  in 
connection  therewith,  any  payments  hereto¬ 
fore  or  hereafter  made  to  the  assignee,  ex¬ 
cept  payments  in  excess  of  amounts  paid  or 
loaned  to  the  assignee  under  any  factoring 
arrangement,  loan,  discount,  or  advance 
made  in  connection  with  or  secured  by  the 
assignment,  shall  not  be  subject  to  recoup¬ 
ment,  recapture,  or  any  right  of  recovery  as 
against  the  assignee  for  any  liability  of  any 
nature  of  the  assignor  to  the  United  States 
or  any  department  or  agency  thereof,  whether 
arising  from  or  independently  of  such  con¬ 
tract.  Any  such  contract  entered  into  on  or 
after  July  1,  1950,  by  such  departments  or 
agencies  of  the  United  States  may  provide 
that  payments  to  be  made  to  an  assignee  of 
any  claim  arising  under  such  contract  shall 
not  be  subject  to  reduction  or  set-off,  and  if 
such  provision  or  one  to  the  same  general 
effect  is  contained  in  any  such  contract, 
such  payments,  except  payments  in  excess  of 
amounts  paid  or  loaned  to  the  assignee  under 
any  factoring  arrangement,  loan,  discount, 
or  advance  made  in  connection  with  or  se¬ 
cured  by  the  assignment,  shall  not  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  reduction  or  set-off  (1)  for  any  liabil¬ 
ity  of  any  nature  of  the  assignor  to  the 
United  States  or  any  department  or  agency 
therepf  which  arises  independently  of  such 
contract,  or  (2)  for  any  liability  of  the  as¬ 
signor  on  account  of  renegotiation,  fines,  or 
penalties  (which  terms  do  not  include 
amounts  which  may  be  collected  or  withheld 
from  the  assignor  in  accordance  with  or  for 
failure  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  con¬ 
tract)  ,  whether  or  not  such  liability  arises 
from  or  independently  of  such  contract.” 

Sec.  2.  That  subsection  (a)  of  the  fourth 
proviso  of  the  second  paragraph  of  section 
3477  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as  amended, 
and  subsection  (a)  of  the  fourth  proviso  of 
the  second  paragraph  of  section  3737  of  the 
Revised  Statutes,  as  amended,  be  eliminated, 
and  subsections  (b),  (c),  and  (d)  of  said 
provisos  be  redesignated  as  subsections  (a), 
(b),  and  (c),  respectively. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  say  that  I  think  this  bill  is  an 
excellent  one,  and  should  be  passed 
promptly  in  the  interest  of  the  national- 
defense  effort. 
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Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
agree  with  my  distinguished  colleague 
on  the  Banking  and  Currency  Commit¬ 
tee  that  the  enactment  of  this  bill  is 
urgently  needed  in  the  war  effort.  Our 
committee  has  reported  the  bill  with 
amendments  at  the  request  of  various  of 
the  Government  agencies.  Several  of 
them  suggested  amendments.  The  Gen¬ 
eral  Accounting  Office  suggested  a  num¬ 
ber  of  amendments.  Our  committee 
adopted  those  amendments  and  agreed 
unanimously  to  report  the  bill  with  the 
amendments  to  the  Senate. 

Subsequently  the  General  Accounting 
Office  suggested  some  minor  changes,  by 
way  of  amendment,  in  a  draft  of  a  cor¬ 
responding  bill  for  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  That  bill  has  been  unani¬ 
mously  reported  by  the  House' Judiciary 
Committee  to  the  House  of  Represent¬ 
atives. 

The  Senate  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency  is  willing  to  accept  the 
language  of  the  House  bill,  because  it  is 
substantially  the  language  of  the  Senate 
bill,  but  it  clarifies  the  Senate  bill  in 
three  minor  particulars. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  submit  and  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  in  the  nature 
of  a  substitute  for  the  entire  bill.  The 
amendment  would  strike  out  all  after  the 
enacting  clause  of  the  Senate  bill  and 
would  substitute  in  lieu  thereof  the  text 
of  the  House  bill  to  which  I  have  just 
referred. 

I  move  the  adoption  of  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
committee  amendments,  which  are  per¬ 
fecting  amendments,  are  first  to  be  con¬ 
sidered.  They  have  precedence  over  an 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  sub¬ 
stitute. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  as 
I  have  stated,  the  committee  voted  to 
adopt  the  same  amendments,  but  the 
committee  now  wishes  to  offer  the  text 
of  the  House  bill  as  an  amendment  in 
the  nature  of  a  substitute  for  the  Senate 
bill  and  all  the  committee  amendments 
to  it. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vir¬ 
ginia  whether  the  House  bill  is  substan¬ 
tially  the  same  as  the  Senate  bill  which, 
with  amendments,  has  been  reported  to 
the  Senate  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Banking  and  Currency? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  It  is.  If  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Georgia  wishes  me  to  take  the 
time  to  do  so,  I  shall  be  glad  to  state  the 
changes  one  by  one. 

Mr.  GEORGE.  Oh,  no;  that  will  not 
be  necessary. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  The  amendment 
in  the  nature  of  a  substitute,  which  I 
have  just  offered,  makes  a  little  more  ex¬ 
plicit  what  we  were  trying  to  do.  One 
amendment  relates  to  an  offset  of  taxes. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record  a  statement  of  the  chief  differ¬ 
ences  between' Senate  bill  998  and  the 
House  bill,  House  bill  3692. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  wa#  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
RECORD/as  follows: 

The /chief  differences  between  S.  998  and 
H.  R/3692  are: 

(I)  The  protection  afforded  the  assignee 
against  claims,  including  those  involving  the 


so-called  “no  set-off”  clause,  would  be  lim¬ 
ited  under  S.  998  to  amounts  loaned  or  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  assignee,  whereas  H.  R.  3692 
would  not  impose  such  limitations.  The 
reason  for  this  difference  is  that  as  a  prac¬ 
tical  matter  it  would  be  difficult  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  exact  amounts  loaned  or  advanced 
where  several  contracts  are  assigned  to  an 
assignee  and  provision  is  made  for  revolving 
credits. 

(2)  H.  R.  3692  specifically  exempts  the 
assignee  from  liability  for  taxes  unpaid  by 
the  assignor,  including  social-security  con¬ 
tributions,  or  liability  for  the  withholding 
or  nonwithholding  of  such  taxes,  whether 
arising  from  or  independently  of  the  con¬ 
tract.  Whether  or  not  assignees  would  be 
exempt  from  these  liabilities  under  existing 
law  is  a  matter  of  doubt,  and  S.  998  made  no 
reference  to  this  point. 

(3)  H.  R.  3692  limits  the  applications  of 
the  “no  set-off”  clause  to  periods  of  “war  or 
national  emergencies  proclaimed  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  or  by  act  or  joint  resolution  of  the 

'Congress.” 

H.  R.  3692  has  been  unanimously  reported 
in  the  House. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  the  purpose  is  to  sub¬ 
stitute  for  the  text  of  the  Senate  bill 
all  after  the  enacting  clause  of  the  House 
bill  as  reported  to  the  House.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  That  is  exactly 
what  I  have  proposed  that  we  do;  that 
is  the  amendment  in  the  nature  of  a 
substitute  which  I  have  submitted. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Yes;  and  we  wish 
to  vote  upon  it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Virginia,  acting  on  behalf 
of  the  committee,  wish  to  withdraw  the 
committee  amendments? 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Yes.  I  was  di¬ 
rected  to  report  the  bill  with  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments,  and  I  now  wish  to 
withdraw  the  committee  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Very 
well;  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  now  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
submitted  by  the  Senator  from  Virginia. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  the  engrossment  and 
third  reading  of  the  bill. 

Tire  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  now  is  on  the  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Arizona  will  state  it. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  If  we  are  adopting  the 
text  of  the  House  bill  as  an  amendment 
to  the  Senate  bill,  I  do  not  understand 
why  we  do  not  pass  the  House  bill,  and 
be  done  with  it. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Because  the  House 
has  not  yet  passed  the  House  bill;  it 
has  been  reported  to  the  House,  but  has 
not  yet  been  passed  by  the  House. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Oh,  that  is  different. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is,  Shall  the  bill  pass? 

The  bill  (S.  998)  was  passed. 

The  bill  as  passed  is  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  section  1  of  the 
Assignment  of  Claims  Act  of  1940,  approved 
October  9,  1940  (54  Stat.  1029),  is  amended 
by  striking  out  all  after  clause  3  of  the 
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proviso  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following : 

“4.  That  in  the  event  of  any  such  assign-  ' 
ment,  the  assignee  thereof  shall  file  written 
notice  of  the  assignment  together  with.- a 
true  copy  of  the  instrument  of  assignment 
with  (a)  the  contracting  officer  or  the  head 
of  his  department  or  agency;  (b)  the  surety 
or  sureties  upon  the  bond  or  bonds,  if  any, 
in  connection  with  such  contract;  and  (c) 
the  disbursing  officer,  if  any,  designated  in 
such  contract  to  make  payment. 

“Notwithstanding  any  law  to  the  contrary 
governing  the  validity  of  assignments,  any 
assignment  pursuant  to  the  Assignment  of 
Claims  Act  of  1940,  as  amended,  shall  con¬ 
stitute  a  valid  assignment  for  all  purposes. 

“In  any  case  in  which  moneys  due  or  to 
become  due  under  any  contract  are  or  have 
been  assigned  pursuant  to  this  section,  no 
liability  of  any  nature  of  the  assignor  to 
the  United  States  or  any  department,  or 
agency  thereof,  whether  arising  from  or  in¬ 
dependently  of  such  contract,  shall  create 
or  impose  any  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
assignee  to  make  restitution,  refund,  or  re¬ 
payment  to  the  United  States  of  any  amount 
heretofore  since  July  1,  1950,  or  hereafter 
received  under  the  assignment. 

“Any  contract  of  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense,  the  General  Services  Administration, 
the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  or  any  other 
department  or  agency  of  the  United  States 
designated  by  the  President,  except  any  such 
contract  under  which  full  payment  has  been 
made,  may,  in  time  of  war  or  national 
emergency  proclaimed  by  the  President  (in¬ 
cluding  the  national  emergency  proclaimed 
December  16,  1950)  or  by  Act  or  joint  reso¬ 
lution  of  the  Congress  and  until  such  war 
or  national  emergency  has  been  terminated 
in  such  manner,  provide  or  be  amended 
without  consideration  to  provide  that  pay¬ 
ments  to  be  made  to  the  assignee  of  any 
moneys  due  or  to  become  due  under  such 
contract  shall  not  be  subject  to  reduction  or 
set-off,  and  if  such  provision  or  one  to  the 
same  general  effect  has  been  at  any  time 
heretofore  or  is  hereafter  included  or  in¬ 
serted  in  any  such  contract,  payments  to  be 
made  thereafter  to  an  assignee  of  any  moneys 
due  or  to  become  due  under  such  contract, 
whether  during  or  after  such  war  or  emer¬ 
gency,  shall  not  be  subject  to  reduction  or 
set-off  for  any  liability  of  any  nature  of  the 
assignor  to  the  United  States  or  any  depart¬ 
ment  or  agency  thereofWhich  arises  inde¬ 
pendently  of  such  contract,  or  hereafter  for 
any  liability  of  the  assignor  on  account  of 
(1)  renegotiation  under  any  renegotiation 
statute  or  under  any  statutory  renegotiation 
article  in  the  contract,  (2)  fines,  (3)  penal¬ 
ties  (which  term  does  not  include  amounts 
which  may  be  collected  or  withheld  from  the 
assignor  in  accordance  with  or  for  failure 
to  comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract), 
or  (4)  taxes,  social  security  contributions,  or 
the  withholding  or  nonwithholding  of  taxes 
or  social  security  contributions,  whether 
arising  from  or  independently  of  such  con¬ 
tract. 

“Except  as  herein  otherwise  provided,  noth¬ 
ing  in  this  act,  as  amended,  shall  be  deemed 
to  affect  or  impair  rights  or  obligations  here¬ 
tofore.  accrued  ”  _  . 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  Senate  bill  984,  Calendar 
No.  192. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  reported  by  title,  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S. 
984),  Calendar  No.  192,  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  pf 
the  Senator  from  Arizona. 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  with 
amendments  on  page  1,  line  9,  after  the 
word  “from”,  to  strike  out  “foreign 
countries  within  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere  (pursuant  to  arrangements  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  such  coun¬ 
tries)  or  from  Hawaii  or  Puerto  Rico”, 
and  insert  “the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pur¬ 
suant  to  arrangements  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mex¬ 
ico)”;  on  page  2,  line  5,  after  the  word 
“States”,  to  insert  “under  legal  entry”; 
on  page  3,  line  15,  after  the  word  “for”, 
to  strike  out  “expenses  incurred  by  it  in 
the  recruitment  and  transportation  of 
workers  under  this  title  in  such  amounts, 
not  to  exceed  $20  per  worker,  as  may  be 
agreed  upon  by  the  United  States  and 
such  employer”  and  insert  “essential  ex¬ 
penses,  not  including  salaries  or  expenses 
of  regular  department  or  agency  per¬ 
sonnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  of  workers  under 
this  title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20 
per  worker”;  on  page  4,  line  2,  after 
“501  (5)”,  to  strike  out  the  comma  and 
"an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  cost  of 
returning  such  worker”  and  insert  “and 
is  apprehended  within  the  United  States, 
an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal 
cost  to  the  employer  of  returning  other 
workers”;  in  line  23,  after  the  word 
“States”,  to  strike  out  “shall”  and  in¬ 
sert  “may,  pursuant  to  arrangements 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico”;  on  page  6,  line  10, 
after  the  word  “from”,  to  strike  out 
“foreign  countries  within  the  Western 
Hemisphere”  and  insert  “the  Republic 
of  Mexico;  in  line  12,  to  change  the  sec¬ 
tion  number  from  “508”  to  “507”;  in  line 
17,  after  the  word  “amended”,  to  strike 
out  the  comma  and  “horticultural  em¬ 
ployment,  cotton  ginning  and  compress¬ 
ing,  crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and  the  pack¬ 
ing,  canning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other 
processing  of  perishable  or  seasonable 
agricultural  products”;  in  line  21,  after 
the  word  “  ‘employer’  ”,  to  strike  out  “in¬ 
cludes  associations  or  other  groups  of 
employers”  and  insert  “shall  include  an 
association,  or  other  group,  of  employers, 
but  only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for 
whom  workers  are  being  obtained  are 
bound,  in  the  event  of  its  default,  to  carry 
out  the  obligations  undertaken  by  it  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  502,  or  (B)  the  Secretary 
determines  that  such  individual  liability 
is  not  necessary  to  assure  performance 
of  such  obligations”,  and  on  page  7,  after 
line  4,  to  insert  a  new  section,  as  follows ; 

Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general  immi¬ 
gration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation  of 
aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to 
permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the  United 
States  legally  to  remain  for  the  purpose  of 
engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment 
under  such  conditions  and  for  such  time  as 
he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall  specify. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill  read : 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows: 


“Title  V — Agricultural  Workers 

“Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural 
workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pur¬ 
suant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico),  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  recruit  such  wrokers  (including 
any  such  workers  temporarily  in  the  United 
States  under  legal  entry); 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception 
centers  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry 
of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  hous¬ 
ing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  de¬ 
parture  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such 
workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside 
the  continental  United  States  to  such  recep¬ 
tion  centers  and  transportation  from  such 
reception  centers  to  such  recruitmnt  centers 
after  termination  of'  employment; 

“(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such 
subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and 
burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  be¬ 
come  necessary  during  transportation  au¬ 
thorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reception  centers; 

“(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers 
in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  (such  workers  being  free  to  accept 
or  decline  agricultural  employment  with  any 
eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type  of 
agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  to  any  workers  of  their 
choice  not  under  contract  to  other  em¬ 
ployers  ) ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  em¬ 
ployers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  availa¬ 
ble  under  this  title  to  any  employer  unless 
such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of  such 
employer’s  contracts; 

“(2)  to  reimbuse  the  United  States  for 
essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries 
or  expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this 
title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20  per  worker; 
and 

“(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any 
case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to  the 
reception  center  in  accordance  with  the  con¬ 
tract  entered  into  under  section  501  (5)  and 
is  apprehended  within  the  United  States,  an 
amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal  cost  to  the 
employer  of  returning  other  workers  from  the 
place  of  employment  to  such  reception  cen¬ 
ter,  less  any  portion  thereof  required  to  be 
paid  by  other  employers. 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this 
title  shall  be  available  for  employment  in. 
any  area  unless  the  Director  of  State  Employ¬ 
ment  Security  for  such  area  has  determined 
and  certified  that  (1)  sufficient  domestic 
workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and  qualified 
are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place 
needed  to  perform  the  work  for  which  such 
workers  are  to  be  employed,  and  (2)  the 
employment  of  such  workers  will  not  ad¬ 
versely  affect  the  wages  and  working  condi¬ 
tions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers  simi¬ 
larly  employed. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this 
title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already 
in,  and  otherwise  eligible  for  admission  to, 
the  United  States  may,  pursuant  to  arrange- 
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ments  between  the  United  States  and  the 
Republic  of  Mexico,  be  permitted  to  remain 
therein)  for  such  time  and  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Attorney 
General  but,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law  or  regulation,  no  penalty 
bond  shall  be  required  which  Imposes 
liability  upon  any  person  for  the  failure  of 
any  such  worker  to  depart  from  the  United 
States  upon  termination  of  employment. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  as  follows: 

‘“(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  in¬ 
to  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows: 

‘“(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  in¬ 
to  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Immi¬ 
gration  Act  of  1917,  8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132). 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursuant 
to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  of  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate  or 
transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reim¬ 
burse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and 
uncompensated  services;  and 

“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the 
domestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiat¬ 
ing  and  carrying  out  agreements  or  arrange¬ 
ments  relating  to  the  employment  in  the 
United  States,  subject  to  the  immigration 
laws,  of  agricultural  workers  from  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico. 

“Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“(1)  The  term  ‘agricultural  employment’ 
includes  services  or  activities  included  with¬ 
in  the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  as  amended. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘employer’  shall  include  an 
association,  or  other  group,  of  employers,  but 
only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for  whom 
workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in 
the  event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the 
obligations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant  to 
section  502,  or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines 
that  such  individual  liability  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  to  assure  performance  of  such  obliga¬ 
tions. 

“Sec.  508.  Nothing  In  this  act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the  At¬ 
torney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general  im¬ 
migration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation  of 
aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural 
employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or 
to  permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the 
United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  under  such  conditions  and  for  such 
time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall 
specify. 

“Sec.  509.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  for  employment  after 
December  31,  1952.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  does, 
the  majority  leader  desire  to  have  us 
proceed  with  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
this  evening? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  wish  to  have  the 
bill  made  the  unfinished  business.  I  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  wishes  to  make  a  speech, 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  April  25 


4466 

but  I  wish  to  have  the  motion  to  pro¬ 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  bill 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
motion  has  been  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Very  well. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  asked  the  question  i 
for  the  reason  that  22  amendments  have  ; 
been  submitted,  either  yesterday  or  to-  f 
day,  to  the  bill,  and  I  assume  that  it  \ 
might  be  better  to  postpone  until  tomor¬ 
row  the  further  consideration  of  the  bill.  : 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  understand  that 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  • 
[Mr.  Dirksen]  wishes  to  make  a  speech 
upon  another  matter.  I  had  supposed 
that  his  speech  would  last  until  approxi¬ 
mately  5  o’clock.  If  it  does,  at  that  time 
we  shall  go  over  until  tomorrow. 

Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  my 
speech  might  take  longer  than  that. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  At  any  rate,  Mr. 
President,  I  hope  it  will  be  possible  to 
conclude  today’s  session  by  5  o’clock,  but 
perhaps  I  am  simply  expressing  a  hope. 
INCREASES  IN  ARMED  FORCES  OF  MEmN, 
BERS  OF  THE  ATLANTIC  PACT 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
hold  in  my  hand  a  United  Press  dis¬ 
patch  from  London,  which  I  should  like 
to  read: 

The  United  States  will  have  more  men 
under  arms  by  midsummer  than  all  the 
European  members  of  the  Atlantic  Pact 
nations  combined,  a  survey  disclosed. 

The  survey  also  showed  that  the  build¬ 
ing  up  of  armed  forces  among  the  Western 
European  members  of  the  pact  has  been  slow. 

Since  General  Eisenhower  came  to  Europe 
in  January,  the  armies  of  these  countries 
have  increased  only  a  little  more  than  50,000 
men. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  see  that  the  in¬ 
crease  in  their  armies  has  been  only 
some  50,000  men  since  January,  whereas 
the  United  States  has  been  taking  into 
its  Army— I  think  I  am  correct  as  to 
this— more  than  50,000  men  a  month. 

I  read  further  from  the  dispatch: 

By  midsummer  the  combined  land  forces 
of  the  European  pact  members  will  have 
been  increased  only  a  little  more  than 
100,000. 

According  to  unofficial  estimates,  the  Eu¬ 
ropean  members  of  the  pact  will  have  about 
1,400,000  ground  troops  by  July  1,  compared 
with  a  United  States  Army  of  about  1,550,000 
men. 

The  population  of  the  Western  European 
pact  members  is  173,200,000,  compared  with 
151,800,000  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  President,  that  is  a  United  Press 
dispatch  from  London,  and  it  indicates 
to  me  that  the  European  countries  which 
are  members  of  the  Atlantic  Pact  cer¬ 
tainly  are  not  very  excited  or  very  en¬ 
thusiastic  about  building  up  their  armed 
forces,  because,  so  the  dispatch  states, 
since  General  Eisenhower  arrived  there 
in  January,  those  countries  have  in¬ 
creased  their  armies  by  only  a  little  more 
than  50,000  men,  and  by  midsummer 
their  combined  land  forces  will  have  in¬ 
creased  only'a  little  more- than  100,000 
men. 

Mr.  President,  here  is  another  exam¬ 
ple,  of  course,  of  how  the  United  States 
is  carrying  the  bulk  of  the  load,  because 
we  are  increasing  our  Armed  Forces,  I 
am  certain,  at  the  rate  of  more  than 
50,000  men  a  month,  and  possibly  more 


than  that,  and  we  are  spending  billions 
and  billions  of  dollars  in  our  defense 
effort.  I  understand  that  we  have  al¬ 
ready  appropriated  nearly  $5,000,000,000 
for  military  aid.  On  the  other  hand, 
manpower  is  what  the  European  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Atlantic  Pact  have  the  most 
of,  and  some  11  nations  in  Western  Eu¬ 
rope  are  involved.  However,  the  sum 
total  of  their  land  forces  is  much  less 
than  the  United  States  Army ;  and  those 
Atlantic  Pact  nations  have  increased  the 
size  of  their  armies  by  only  about  50,000 
men,  in  total,  since  January.  It  is  now 
almost  the  end  of  April,  and  it  has  been 
4  months  since  General  Eisenhower  went 
to  Europe.  Yet  in  that  time  the  armies 
of  the  Atlantic  Pact  countries  in  West¬ 
ern  Europe  have  been  increased  by  only 
approximately  50,000  men,  in  total.  I 
think  that  information  should  be  placed 
in  the  Record,  because  I  think  Congress 
should  know  what  those  nations  are  do¬ 
ing  and  what  they  are  not  doing  in  the 
way  of  cooperation  in  the  present  so- 
called  world  struggle. 


\Mr.  DIRKSEN.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
very  reluctant  to  detain  the  Senate  at 
this’ .late  hour  in  the  afternoon,  but  it 
becorhes  necessary  to  make  a  record  now 
and  then,  as  time  permits,  and  I  think 
there  is\a  record  to  be  made  upon  a 
matter  which  has  engaged  the  attention 
of  the  Senate  and  which  has  come  as 
somewhat  in  the  nature  of  a  challenge. 
I  remember  some  years  ago  a  colleague 
of  mine  in  the  House  of  Representatives 
introduced  a  bill  to  amftnd  the  Consti¬ 
tution  of  the  United /States  to  provide 
for  three  Vice  Presidents.  I  used  to  josh 
him  a  good  deal  about  it.  I  said,  “You 
should  have  made  it  four,”  because  in 
his  proposal  and  in  an  explanatory  note 
he  set  forth  what  the  duties  of  each  of 
the  three  Vibe  Presidents  should  be.  I 
said,  “John,  you  ought  to  have  made 
it  four  Vice  Presidents.”  I  am  more 
persuaded  to  that  point  of  view  today 
than  ever  before,  because  it  has  occurred 
to  me  that,  as  never  before,  we  need  a 
Vice  President  in  charge  of  confusion. 

Confusion  has  come  to  be  on  a  calcu¬ 
lated  and  organized  basis,  and  nothing 
seems  to  indicate  that  better  than  some 
of  the  statements  which  have  been  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate.  Quite  re¬ 
cently  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  among 
other  things,  as  recorded  on  page  3837 
of  the  Record,  said: 

It  is  becoming  clear  to  me  that  today  the 
Democratic  Party  is  becoming  the  peace 
party,  and,  unfortunately,  under  its  present 
leadership,  the  Republican  Party,  the  war 
party. 

That  represents  such  a  confused  state 
of  mind — and  I  say  it  with  the  utmost 
of  charity  in  my  heart — that  probably 
confusion  ought  to  be  put  under  di¬ 
rection. 

Also,  recently  on  the  Senate  floor,  the 
very  distinguished  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Kerr],  as  recorded  in  the 
Congressional  Record  of  April  17,  on 
page  4080,  said: 

Out  of  the  shouting  and  tumult  of  this 
debate  the  fact  that  emerges  bold  and  clear 
is  that  the  Democratic  Party  continues  to 
be  the  peace  party,  while  many  Republican 


leaders  have  succeeded  in  showing  that 
theirs  is  the  war  party. 

So,  there  are  two  distinguished  ex¬ 
ponents  of  democracy  who  are  trying  to 
pin  the  war  labei  upon  the  Republican 
Party,  and  for  aught  I  know  it  may  be 
that  the  President  of  the  United  States 
rather  shares  that  highly  political  view¬ 
point,  because  the  President,  among 
other  things,  in  that  celebrated  $100-a- 
plate-dinner  speech  to  commemorate  the 
anniversary  of  Andrew  Jackson,  said: 

There  are  some  people,  I  am  sorry  to  say, 
who  are  playing  petty  politics  right  now  with 
the  future  of  the  country  and  the  peace  of 
the  world.  These  people  seem  to  think  that 
it  is  more  important  to  win  the  next  elec¬ 
tion  than  it  is  to  prevent  another  world  war. 

I  don’t  want  any  Democrat  to  have  any 
such  ideas. 

Of  course,  for  one  who  has  received 
his  training  in  the  very  practical  school 
of  politics  in  the  great  State  of  Missouri, 
I  can  readily  understand  that  statement; 
but  I  see  its  implications.  I  see  also  al¬ 
lusions  in  the  press  from  time  to  time  to 
the  effect  that  there  will  be  a  concerted 
effort  to  designate  the  Republican 
Party  as  the  war  party  and  keep  seren¬ 
ity  and  tranquillity  and  peace  and  light 
as  the  shield  of  the  Democratic  Party 
and  of  the  administration  now  in  power. 
I  say  it  is  confusing,  Mr.  President,  be¬ 
cause  there  comes  into  my  mind  a  rather 
interesting  experience  which  I  had  in 
1945.  To  be  exact,  that  experience  took 
place  on  VE-day,  and  I  happened  to  be 
in  Paris  when  the  commanding  officer 
of  what  they  call  the  Com-Z  said,  “What 
do  you  want  to  do?”  I  said,  “Oh,  just 
give  me  a  GI  and  an  automobile,  and 
leave  me  to  my  devices.”  And  so  in  the 
mellow  Paris  sunshine,  this  GI  drove  me 
around  the  Bois  de  Boulogne,  and  at 
last  we  reached  the  historic  city  of 
Versailles,  laid  out  with  its  distinct  for¬ 
mal  beauty  and  serenity  by  one  of  the 
Bourbon  kings,  Louis  XIV. 

The  first  think  I  saw  on  VE-day  after¬ 
noon  was  a  75  millimeter  fieldpiece 
mounted  outside  the  gates  of  Versailles. 
It  was  manned  by  American  artillery¬ 
men.  That  always  strikes  a  responsive 
note  in  my  heart,  because  I  was  an  ar¬ 
tilleryman  and  a  wagon  soldier  once  my¬ 
self  in  World  War  I.  At  long  last  I  went 
through  the  gates  and  up  to  the  great 
building  which  had  become  headquar¬ 
ters.  I  noticed  a  sign  on  the  door.  It 
said  “Ferme.”  It  was  closed.  They 
knew  that  it  was  going  to  be  VE-day, 
and  so  it  was  a  holiday,  and  they  were 
waiting  for  the  official  announcement 
at  3  o’clock  Paris  time,  when  the  guns 
would  boom  a  salute,  and  officially  VE- 
day  would  be  announced. 

As  I  was  standing  there,  and  then 
going  around  the  building,  knocking  on 
one  door  after  another,  my  ear  heard 
the  Le  Marseillaise,  as  people,  out  of 
the  fullness  of  their  hearts  and  with 
gratitude  in  their  souls,  began  to  sing 
that  spirited  song.  After  a  while  I  got 
a  response  to  my  knock,  and  an  old 
gendarme  appeared.  The  first  thing  I 
noticed  was  that  he  was  minus  one  arm. 
I  polished  off  my  best  French,  and  I  said, 
“Vous  etes  Soldat.”  He  said,  “Oui.”  I 
said,  “Where  did  you  fight?”  He  said, 
“Soisson,  Cantigny,  and  other  places:” 
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Mr.  Humphrey,  from  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
submitted  the  following 

MINORITY  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  S.  984] 

This  bill,  S.  984,  was  favorably  reported  by  the  committee,  after 
hearings,  but  before  the  issuance  of  the  report  of  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Migratory  Labor  on  April  7,  1951. 

The  President’s  Commission  was  created  in  June  1950  to  inquire, 
among  other  matters,  into : 

(а)  social,  economic,  health  and  educational  conditions  among  migratory 
workers,  both  alien  and  domestic,  in  the  United  States; 

(б)  problems  created  by  the  migration  of  workers,  for  temporary  employment, 
into  the  United  States,  pursuant  to  the  immigration  laws  or  otherwise; 

(c)  whether  sufficient  numbers  of  local  and  migratory  workers  can  be  obtained 
from  domestic  sources  to  meet  agricultural  labor  needs  and,  if  not,  the  extent 
to  which  the  temporary  employment  of  foreign  workers  may  be  required  to 
supplement  the  domestic  labor  supply. 

The  Commission  held  12  public  hearings  in  Brownsville,  Tex.; 
El  Paso,  Tex.;  Phoenix,  Ariz.;  Los  Angeles,  Calif.;  Portland,  Oreg. ; 
Fort  Collins,  Colo.;  Memphis,  Tenn.;  Saginaw,  Mich.;  Trenton, 
N.  J.;  West  Palm  Beach,  Fla. ;  and  two  in  Washington,  D.  C.  The 
hearings  comprised  26  volumes  available  to  the  public.  The  pub¬ 
lished  report  of  the  Commission  comes  to  188  pages. 

The  findings  of  the  Commission  bear  directly  upon  the  legislation 
under  consideration. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  it  would  be  far  preferable  had  the  members 
of  the  committee  and  the  Senate  had  opportunity  to  study  the  report 
of  the  Commission  before  voting  and  considering  this  bill. 

The  reason  given  for  proceeding  on  this  bill  at  this  time  is  the 
urgency  to  enact  legislation  to  enable  importation  of  Mexican  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  beyond  June  31,  1951. 

The  minority,  after  considering  this  bill  in  the  light  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  report,  believes  that  the  problem  of  migratory  labor  is  an 
interrelated  one,  and  affects  workers  within  the  United  States  and 
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in  other  countries  as  well.  It  should  be  studied  in  its  broad  ramifica¬ 
tions  and  comprehensively  rather  than  by  piecemeal  legislation  such 
as  this.  The  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  through  its 
Subcommittee  on  Labor  and  Labor-Management  Relations,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  Legislative  Reorganization  Act,  has  now  begun 
such  a  study  with  a  view  to  legislation.  The  interests  of  the  United 
States  and  of  American  workers  would  be  best  protected  were  the 
Congress  to  approach  the  problem  of  migratory  labor  in  such  a  perspec¬ 
tive.  We  would  far  prefer,  therefore,  to  have  this  bill  delayed  until 
the  Congress  is  prepared  to  consider  and  enact  comprehensive  man¬ 
power  legislation. 

Within  the  limits  of  S.  984  and  its  limited  objectives,  the  minority, 
in  the  light  of  the  Commission  report,  has  certain  modifications  and 
amendments  to  present  which  are  presented  here  in  topical  form. 

The  fundamental  legislative  assumption  behind  this  bill  is  that  an 
agricultural  labor  shortage  exists  which  requires  the  immediate  im¬ 
portation  of  foreign  labor  for  its  relief.  The  majority  in  describing 
the  background  of  the  legislation  under  consideration  observes  that — 

Throughout  World  War  II  and  since  the  termination  of  hostilities,  it  has  been 
necessary  to  import  agricultural  workers  from  foreign  countries  in  order  to  assist 
in  the  production  of  adequate  supplies  of  food  and  fiber  for  domestic  consumption 
in  the  United  States  and  for  export. 


The  report  of  the  President’s  Commission  bears  this  out,  but  the 
startling  finding  of  the  Commission  in  this  matter  is — 

From  1945  through  1948,  we  employed  a  continuously  larger  hired  labor  force 
even  though  our  work  requirement  (total  man-hours)  was  gradually  declining. 
In  other  words,  we  have  been  using  more  workers  to  achieve  the  same  or  slightly 
less  work,  and  have  thereby  been  reducing  the  work  contribution  per  worker. 
This  fact  is  strikingly  reflected  in  the  amount  of  employment  received  per  hired 
farm  worker: 

Days  of  farm  work 
per  farm  worker 


1946 

1947 

1948 

1949 


113 

106 

104 

90 


The  Commission  comments,  “The  migratory  worker  gets  so  little  work 
that  for  him,  employment  is  only  incidental  to  unemployment.” 

It  is  the  view  of  the  President’s  Commission  that  the  human  resource 
in  agriculture  is  used  extravagantly.  However,  the  Commission 
recognizes  that  more  efficient  utilization  of  agricultural  labor  will  take 
time,  that  it  cannot  be  expected  to  occur  in  a  few  weeks  or  months. 
Accordingly,  it  make  divergent  recommendations  with  respect  to  the 
importation  of  foreign  workers,  one  recommendation  for  the  short-run 
and  one  recommendation  for  the  long-run.  For  1951,  it  recommends 
that  “No  special  measures  be  adopted  to  increase  the  number  of  alien 
contract  laborers  beyond  the  number  admitted  hi  1950.”  For  the 
long-run  it  recommends  that  “Future  efforts  be  directed  toward 
supplying  agricultural  labor  needs  with  our  own  workers  and  elimi¬ 
nating  dependence  on  foreign  labor.” 

The  finding  of  the  President’s  Commission  with  respect  to  the 
underutilization  of  agricultural  manpower  corroborates  the  research 
of  the  staff  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  the  Economic  Report  which 
published  its  findings  in  a  joint  committee  print,  Underemployment  of 
Rural  Families,  February  2,  1951.  The  staff  of  the  Joint  Committee 
on  the  Economic  Report  was  concerned  with  farm  workers  as  a  whole 
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rather  than  primarily  migrant  workers.  Through  analysis  of  five 
groups  of  low-income  farm  workers  it  reached  the  conclusion: 

If  the  workers  in  these  five  groups  of  rural  families  could  be  employed  at  jobs 
where  they  would  produce  as  much  as  the  average  worker  on  the  medium-sized 
commercial  family  farm  or  the  average  rural  nonfarm  worker,  the  production 
and  output  of  rural  people  would  be  increased  20  to  25  percent.  This  is  the 
equivalent  of  adding  2,500,000  workers  to  the  total  labor  force. 

If  there  is  any  justification  to  the  bill,  therefore,  it  is  to  meet  an 
immediate,  temporary  need.  Considered  in  the  restricted  terms 
in  which  its  sponsor  put  forward  the  bill,  certain  further  changes  may 
be  made  in  S.  984  to  incorporate  certain  of  the  findings  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission.  It  is  believed  that  proposed  changes  might  use¬ 
fully  be  considered  against  four  broad  criteria : 

(1)  That  the  Mexican  importation  program  be  carried  out  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  minimize  detriment  to  American  workers. 

(2)  That  devices  be  strengthened  for  assuring  that  both  parties  to 
the  individual  work  contract — employer  and  employee — will  live  up 
to  their  agreements. 

(3)  That  more  effective  measures  be  taken  to  meet  the  wetback 
problem. 

(4)  That  the  cost  to  the  public  of  the  Mexican  importation  program 
be  kept  to  a  minimum. 

With  respect  to  the  first  proposition,  certain  further  changes  in 
S.  984  suggest  themselves.  Section  503  of  the  committee  bill  provides 
that  foreign  workers  may  be  made  available  where  the  Director  of 
State  Employment  Security  for  the  area  of  use  has  determined  and 
certified  that  willing,  able  and  qualified  domestic  workers  are  not 
available  for  employment  at  the  time  and  place  needed. 

In  substituting  the  director  of  State  employment  for  the  United 
States  Secretary  of  Labor,  S.  984  makes  an  abrupt  departure  from 
past  immigration  policy.  Under  section  3  of  the  1917  immigration 
law,  contract  laborers  are  not  admissible  to  the  United  States  except 
under  discretionary  powers  granted  the  Commissioner  General  of 
Immigration  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  In  our 
view,  it  would  be  a  step  backward  to  change  this  and  to  call  for 
certification  by  the  State  director  of  employment.  In  our  American 
economy  we  have  a  national  market.  This  is  true  of  labor  in  the  same 
way  it  is  true  of  automobiles  and  radios.  To  propose  State  determina¬ 
tion  labor  shortage  is  the  same  as  to  propose  State  autonomy  in 
tariff  matters.  A  labor  shortage  must  be  determined  from  a  national 
perspective. 

In  order  that  all  interested  groups  may  have  the  opportunity  of 
effectively  expressing  their  views  as  to  the  need  for  foreign  workers, 
it  is  proposed  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  hold  public  hearings  in 
areas  of  alleged  labor  shortage.  In  this  way  he  may  receive  the 
advice  of  all  interested  parties. 

Inasmuch  as  a  labor  supply  is  necessarily  determined  in  terms  of 
the  attractiveness  or  unattractiveness  of  the  employment  offer,  it  is 
clearly  impossible  to  know  whether  or  not  a  shortage  of  domestic 
workers  exists  until  domestic  workers  have  been  offered  the  terms  and 
conditions  of  employment  extended  to  foreign  workers.  It  might  at 
first  be  thought  that  domestic  workers  customarily  were  offered  terms 
and  conditions  of  employment  comparable  to  those  offered  foreign 
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and  offshore  workers.  The  finding  of  the  President’s  Commission  in 
this  matter  is  quite  the  opposite.  The  Commission  observes: 

*  *  *  employers,  as  a  rule,  refuse  to  extend  to  *  *  *  [domestic  migra¬ 

tory  workers]  the  guaranties  they  give  to  alien  workers  whom  they  import  under 
contract.  These  include  guaranties  of  employment,  workmen’s  compensation, 
medical  care,  standards  of  sanitation,  and  payment  of  the  cost  of  transportation. 
[Emphasis  added.] 

We  believe  further  protection  should  be  given  domestic  workers 
under  the  Mexican  importation  program  by  adding  the  requirement, 
before  certifying  the  need  for  foreign  workers,  that  reasonable  efforts 
will  have  been  made  to  secure  American  workers  for  the  employment. 
This  further  emphasizes  the  important  role  of  the  Farm  Placement 
Service  of  the  United  States  Employment  Service  in  assisting  workers 
to  find  employment. 

S.  984  exempts  workers  brought  m  under  its  provisions  from  the 
Federal  Old-age  and  survivors  insurance  provisions  of  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

The  bill  amends  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  so  as  to  exclude  the 
service  performed  by  such  workers  from  the  contribution  provisions 
of  the  law  as  well  as  from  the  benefit  provisions  of  the  insurance 
program  under  the  Social  Security  Act.  Both  the  employer  and  the 
employee  are  exempted  from  the  social-security  tax. 

Under  the  amendments  to  the  Social  Security  Act,  enacted  by  the 
Congress  in  1950,  a  limited  group  of  “regularly  employed”  agricultural 
workers  were  brought  in  under  the  insurance  provisions  effective 
January  1,1951.  In  order  for  an  agricultural  worker  and  his  employer 
to  become  subject  to  the  insurance  contributions,  an  individual  must 
work  for  one  employer  for  at  least  60  days  each  out  of  two  consecutive 
quarters,  before  any  of  his  agricultural  work  becomes  subject  to  the 
contribution  provisions  of  the  insurance  program.  In  most  cases, 
it  will  be  necessary  for  an  individual  to  work  6  ot  8  months  for  one 
agricultural  employer  before  any  of  his  agricultural  work  will  be 
subject  to  contributions  under  the  insurance  program.  Due  to  the 
relatively  short  period  of  time  that  Mexican  contract  workers  work 
for  a  single  employer,  very  few  of  them  will  meet  the  stringent 
requirements  of  the  new  law  and  consequently  very  few  of  them  and 
their  employers  will  be  subject  to  the  social-security  contributions. 
It  is  estimated  that  not  more  than  3,000  to  5,000  Mexican  workers 
would  become  subject  to  the  social-security  provisions  under  the 
terms  of  the  proposed  program  and,  of  course,  if  all  of  the  Mexican 
agricultural  labor  brought  into  this  country  return  to  Mexico  within 
about  5  or  6  months,  there  would  be  none  of  the  Mexican  nationals 
who  would  become  subject  to  the  contribution  provisions  of  the 
insurance  program. 

But  it  is  still  true  that  the  exclusion  of  Mexican  workers  from  the 
insurance  program  could  result  in  the  hiring  of  such  workers  in  prefer¬ 
ence  to  American  workers  since  their  employers  would  have  the  com¬ 
petitive  advantage  of  not  paying  social-security  contributions  and  it 
appears  to  be  undesirable  to  give  employers,  as  a  matter  of  general 
congressional  policy,  a  financial  incentive  to  hiring  foreign  labor  as 
against  hiring  domestic  labor. 

The  major  issue,  therefore,  that  is  raised  by  the  provision  exempting 
Mexican  nationals  from  the  social-security  provisions  of  the  law  is  a 
matter  of  fundamental  principle  and  national  policy.  Since  its  enact¬ 
ment  in  1935,  the  insurance  program  under  the  Social  Security  Act 
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has  covered  individuals  in  specific  types  of  jobs  in  the  United  States 
without  regard  to  the  nationality  of  the  individual.  It  should  be  noted 
that  social-insurance  systems  in  a  number  of  foreign  countries,  includ¬ 
ing  Mexico,  do  not  discriminate  against  American  nationals  perform¬ 
ing  services  in  covered  employment.  This  principle  of  nondiscrimina¬ 
tion  as  between  the  United  States  nationals  and  the  nationals  of  other 
countries  has  been  advocated  and  endorsed  by  the  International  Labor 
Organization,  by  numerous  representatives  of  social-security  institu¬ 
tions  of  various  countries,  and  by  the  Inter-American  Committee  on 
Social  Security.  A  change  in  this  policy  which  would  establish  the 
principle  of  exclusion  because  of  nationality  may  eventually  result  in 
more  harm  than  good  because  of  the  possibility  of  criticism  arising 
against  the  United  States  for  discrimination  in  the  application  of  its 
social  laws.  Such  criticism  would  not  be  in  the  long-run  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  world  affairs. 

One  of  the  reasons  given  for  supporting  the  exemption  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  bill  is  that  the  employee  should  not  be  required  to  pay  the 
payroll  tax  if  he  is  not  going  to  become  eligible  for  any  social-security 
benefits.  This  difficulty  can  be  overcome  by  the  employer  paying 
the  employee  contribution  as  well  as  his  own,  without  deducting  the 
employee  contribution  from  the  employee’s  wages.  This  policy  is 
permitted  under  the  present  law. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  that  many  Mexican  nationals  are 
already  covered  under  the  insurance  program  and  will  continue  to  be 
covered  under  the  insurance  program  in  the  future.  Mexican  nation¬ 
als  who  come  to  the  United  States  for  employment  and  work  in  jobs 
covered  under  the  insurance  system  have  been  covered  under  the 
program  since  it  first  began  in  1937.  Many  Mexican  nationals 
employed  in  the  manufacturing  industry,  canning,  service  trades,  and 
domestic  service  are  now  contributing  to  the  insurance  system.  The 
exemption  of  one  group  of  Mexican  workers  while  retaining  coverage 
for  other  groups  of  Mexican  workers  would  introduce  undesirable 
discrimination.  If  the  employment  is  rendered  within  the  United 
States,  the  present  law  provides  for  contributions  being  paid  on  such 
service  and  benefits  being  paid  to  Mexican  nationals  and  their  families 
even  though  they  may  be  residing  in  Mexico.  At  the  present  time, 
the  Social  Security  Administration  is  making  payments  to  Mexican 
nationals'residing  in  Mexico  based  upon  the  employment  contributions 
made  for  service  under  the  law. 

If,  despite  these  various  considerations,  the  Congress  is  of  the  opinion 
that  some  special  arrangements  should  be  made  on  behalf  of  Mexican 
nationals  brought  into  the  United  States  for  short-term  employment, 
it  is  suggested  that  consideration  be  given  to  the  desirability  of  trans¬ 
ferring  the  contributions  made  on  behalf  of  the  Mexican  contract 
workers  to  the  Mexican  Social  Insurance  Institute.  Such  an  arrange¬ 
ment  would  be  consistent  with  a  sound  policy  of  international  coopera¬ 
tion  of  nondiscrimination  of  nationals  to  other  countries  and  eliminate 
any  contention  of  giving  an  incentive  to  employment  of  foreign  na¬ 
tionals  to  the  detriment  of  domestic  labor. 

Before  embarking  upon  a  policy  which  may  have  far-reaching  impli¬ 
cations  and  adverse  effects  upon  the  insurance  program  and  upon  our 
foreign  policy,  it  is  recommended  that  the  exemption  provision  in  the 
bill  be  deleted  pending  the  final  determination  of  a  long-run  policy  in 
keeping  with  the  principles  upon  which  our  social  insurance  program 
has  been  based  in  the  past. 
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“Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  or  regulation”  S.  984 
exempts  employers  of  Mexican  workers  from  posting  bond  to  guarantee 
departure  of  these  workers.  It  is  understandable  how  the  committee 
recommended  this  step.  It  received  much  testimony  on  the  expense 
and  the  frequent  unfairness  to  employers  of  the  bond  requirement. 
Employers  testified  before  the  committee  that  under  the  existing  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  law  they  were  required  to  post  bond  to  guarantee  depar¬ 
ture  of  the  worker,  yet  they  did  not  have  it  within  their  power  to  hold 
the  worker  to  employment.  If  the  worker  took  it  in  mind  to  walk  off 
some  night,  there  was  no  way  that  they  could  stop  him. 

Important  as  this  factor  is  in  determining  policy  on  this  question, 
certain  other  considerations  need  to  be  taken  into  account.  While  it 
is  true  that  the  employer  does  not  have  the  power  to  compel  the  worker 
to  remain  in  his  employment,  the  President’s  Commission  found  that 
there  tended  to  be  correlation  over  a  period  of  years  in  the  rate  of 
desertions  from  employers.  The  Commission  found  that — 

Desertions  from  individual  contracting  employers  range  from  as  low  as  4  per¬ 
cent  to  as  high  as  50  percent.  Moreover,  it  is  noted  that  there  is  a  tendency  for 
those  employers  having  a  high  desertion  rate  in  1  year  also  to  have  a  high  de¬ 
sertion  rate  the.  next.  We  interpret  this  to  mean  that  desertions  from  contract 
vary  with  individual  management  and  working  conditions.  Where  these  are  good, 
the  desertions  are  low. 

While  such  correlation  could  not  be  taken  to  explain  each  individual 
desertion,  the  evidence  of  continuing  high  desertion  rates  from  some 
employers  and  continuing  low  desertion  rates  from  other  employers  is 
so  striking,  that  a  relationship  between  desertion  and  working  con¬ 
ditions  would  seem  inescapable.  Accordingly,  we  are  of  the  view 
that  while  it  is  appropriate  to  recognize  that  no  employer  has  it 
wholly  within  his  power  to  guarantee  contract  workers  remaining  in 
employment,  that  lie  does,  however,  have  a  measure  of  control  in  this 
respect. 

In  discussion  of  the  Mexican  contract,  it  is  useful  briefly  to  note 
practice  with  respect  to  the  bond  requirement  for  other  foreign  workers 
and  for  Mexican  workers  in  earlier  years.  On  this  point,  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  observes: 

These  bonds,  for  British  West  Indians,  have  been  as  high  as  $500  per  head. 
For  Mexicans,  the  bond  is  now  $25  per  head.  For  Bahamians,  it  is  $50;  for 
Jamaicans,  $100.  In  1950,  the  bond  for  Mexicans  was  set  at  $50,  but  under 
pressure  from  employers,  the  amount  was  reduced  to  $25. 

If  the  bond  provision  for  Mexican  workers  were  altogether  removed, 
the  present  inequity  in  the  differing  sizes  of  these  bond  requirements 
would  be  further  heightened.  * 

Before  considering  abandonment  of  the  bond  requirement,  it  is 
appropriate  to  examine  the  thinking  which  led  to  the  enactment  of 
the  provision  originally.  The  1917  immigration  law  was  concerned 
with  protecting  the  standards  and  conditions  of  work  for  American 
workers  from  the  competition  of  cheaper  immigrant  labor.  It,  there¬ 
fore,  flatly  prohibited  admission  of  contract  labor,  but  to  provide  for 
unusual  or  emergency  situations  granted  discretionary  authority  to 
the  Commissioner  General  of  Immigration  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  for  temporary  admission  of  such  labor.  In  order 
to  regulate  and  control  the  temporary  admission  of  otherwise  inadmis¬ 
sible  aliens,  the  act  called  for  the  exaction  of  bonds.  Inasmuch  as  we 
are  today  still  vitally  concerned  with  the  protection  of  the  standards 
for  American  workers,  we  believe  that  when  exception  is  made  and 
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emergency  importation  of  contract  labor  permitted  that  it  should  be 
accompanied  by  regulatory  and  controlling  devices.  We  are,  there¬ 
fore,  convinced  that  it  would  be  unwise  to  abandon  this  protection  to 
American  workers. 

In  order  to  assure  effective  and  satisfactory  contract  operations,  it 
is  fundamental  that  both  parties  to  a  contract  live  up  to  the  obliga¬ 
tions  assumed.  One  of  the  complaints  of  the  Government  of  Mexico 
has  been  the  unsatisfactoriness  of  measures  taken  in  the  past  to 
assure  that  United  States  employers  will  live  up  to  the  terms  of  the 
individual  work  contract.  Accordingly,  it  will  be  noted  that  S.  984 
provides  that  the  United  States  Government  guarantee  “performance 
by  employers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts  relating  to  the  payment 
of  wages  or  the  furnishing  of  transportation.”  We  are  of  the  view 
that  this  provision  should  be  broadened  to  include  other  payments 
due  under  such  contracts.  Similarly,  it  is  felt  appropriate  to  ask 
the  Government  of  Mexico  to  take  such  measures  as  it  deems  appro¬ 
priate  to  assure  that  workers  coming  to  the  United  States  under  this 
program,  will  honor  then-  obligations  under  the  contract. 

In  order  to  assure  more  satisfactory  performance  on  the  part  of 
both  parties  to  the  individual  work  contracts,  we  believe  that  the 
grievance  machinery  should  be  materially  strengthened.  The  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  found  that — 

The  lack  of  an  appropriate  way  of  resolving  employer-worker  differences  is 
one  of  the  main  reasons  for  a  large  proportion  of  Mexican  nationals  returning 
home  before  the  completion  of  their  contracts  or  simply  deserting  or  “skipping” 
their  contracts. 

Existing  conciliation  machinery  is  not  adequate.  The  President’s 
Commission  observes: 

Complaints  alleging  violation  of  the  individual  work  contract  may  be  initiated 
in  three  ways:  Officially  by  the  United  States  Employment  Service  or  privately 
by  either  worker  or  employer.  If  an  officially  initiated  complaint  is  not  adjusted, 
the  Mexican  consulate  is  called  in  for  a  joint  investigation.  Complaints  from 
workers  may  be  received  by  the  United  States  Employment  Service  or  submitted 
through  the  appropriate  Mexican  consulate.  Complaints  by  employers  are 
received  by  the  United  States  Employment  Service.  On  all  types  of  complaints 
the  Mexican  consulate  may  be  called  in  for  joint  investigation  and  determination. 

As  a  matter  of  practice,  we  find  that  while  employers  may  refer  some  complaints 
to  the  United  States  Employment  Service,  workers’  complaints  are  ordinarily 
referred  initially  to  the  Mexican  consulate.  Let  it  be  borne  in  mind  that  this 
conciliation  procedure  is  contained  in  the  international  agreement  (in  English, 
which  the  typical  Mexican  worker  cannot  read)  but  is  incorporated  only  by  refer¬ 
ence  in  the  individual  work  contract  (where  the  Spanish-reading  Mexican  worker 
finds  out  in  Spanish  that  there  is  a  conciliation  procedure  available  to  him  if  he 
could  read  English). 

In  1950,  the  United  States  Employment  Service  had  nine  inspectors 
detailed  to  handle  grievances  under  the  Mexican  program.  This 
number  has  recently  been  increased  to  15,  but  this  still  seems  alto¬ 
gether  inadequate.  We  again  quote  the  report  of  the  President’s 
Commission: 

For  the  farm  employer  or  association  of  farm  employers,  the  conciliation 
provision  may  be  somewhat  more  adequate  than  it  is  for  the  foreign  workers  with 
a  language  handicap  in  a  strange  land.  To  expect  the  Mexican  contract  worker 
to  locate  one  of  the  nine  United  States  Employment  Service  inspectors  or  to 
relay  his  complaint  to  them  through  the  State  employment  service  is  to  expect 
more  than  is  within  his  capability.  Consequently,  if  he  can  get  in  touch  with 
the  Mexican  consulate,  that  is  about  the  best  he  can  do.  This  cumbersome 
and  complicated  procedure,  involving  several  Government  agencies  in  general 
and  none  in  particular,  encourages  desertion  in  place  of  making  a  complaint  because 
every  complaint  has  the  potentiality  of  being  lost  or  ignored. 
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Accordingly,  we  recommend  that  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  expand  its  conciliation  service. 

We  believe  that  S.  984  does  not  go  far  enough  in  meeting  the 
serious  social,  economic,  and  security  problem  represented  by  the 
influx  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  wetbacks  over  our  southern  border. 
The  committee  comments  on  “the  great  economic  and  social  problems” 
which  the  wetbacks  represent. 

The  concern  of  the  committee  with  the  wetback  problem  is  fully 
shared  by  the  President’s  Commission.  The  one  difference  between 
the  two  groups  could  be  said  to  relate  to  the  estimate  concerning  the 
magnitude  of  the  recent  “invasion,”  which  the  committee  puts  at 
1,000,000.  The  President’s  Commission  is  more  conservative  in  its 
estimate  of  the  number  of  wetbacks.  The  Commission  uses  the 
figure,  of  half  a  million. 

The  committee  explicitly  comments  on  the  inadequacy  of  present 
measures  to  deal  with  the  wetback  problem.  Its  concern  is  reflected 
in  the  important  amendment  to  section  501  of  the  bill  prohibiting 
recruitment  of  wetbacks.  Possibly  through  oversight,  the  comparable 
amendment  to  section  504  has  not  been  made,  so  that  as  the  bill 
currently  stands  it  is  inconsistent  on  this  vital  point.  It  is  accordingly 
proposed  that  504  be  amended  in  the  manner  of  501.  The  term 
“vital”  is  used  deliberately,  for  it  is  the  view  of  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mission  that  one  of  the  most  important  factors  in  the  recent  accelera¬ 
tion  of  the  wetback  traffic  is  the  legalization  of  illegals.  It  comments: 

The  latest  and  probably  worst  stage  in  this  erosion  of  immigration  law  was 
when,  under  the  authority  of  the  ninth  proviso,  Mexican  wetbacks  were  legalized 
and  placed  under  contract.  The  ninth  proviso  allows  the  temporary  admission 
and  return  of  otherwise  inadmissible  aliens — under  rules  and  conditions.  *  *  * 

In  the  contracting  of  wetbacks,  we  see  the  abandonment  of  the  concept  that  the 
ninth  proviso  authority  is  limited  to  admission.  A  wetback  is  not  admitted;  he 
is  already  here,  unlawfully.  We  have  thus  reached  a  point  where  we  place  a 
premium  upon  violation  of  the  immigration  law. 

Prohibition  of  the  legalization  of  workers  illegally  in  the  United 
States,  while  most  important  to  the  solution  of  the  wetback  problem, 
is  not  enough  to  meet  the  dimensions  of  the  current  “invasion.” 
The  President’s  Commission  suggests  other  valuable  steps  which  may 
be  taken.  It  recommends  that  legislation  be  enacted  making  it  unlaw¬ 
ful  to  employ  aliens  illegally  in  the  United  States.  It  recommends 
that  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  be  given  clear 
statutory  authority  to  enter  places  of  employment  to  determine  if 
illegal  aliens  are  employed.  We  are  of  the  view  that  these  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  President’s  Commission  are  of  utmost  importance. 

The  fourth  criterion  which  we  proposed  as  guide  to  the  measures 
to  be  included  in  a  Mexican  importation  program,  is  that  the  cost  of 
the  program  to  the  public  be  kept  to  a  minimum.  We  view  as 
unrealistic  the  figure  of  $20  to  cover  the  round-trip  cost  of  transpor¬ 
tation  of  workers  between  recruitment  centers  in  Mexico  and  recep¬ 
tion  centers  in  the  United  States  as  well  as  their  subsistence  during 
this  period.  In  this  connection,  it  is  pertinent  to  bear  in  mind  that 
it  would  be  highly  unusual  if  workers  were  hired  by  United  States 
employers  directly  upon  their  arrival  at  the  reception  centers.  There¬ 
fore,  subsistence  needs  to  be  considered  not  only  during  the  period 
of  travel  but  for  the  period  that  they  spend  at  the  reception  center 
awaiting  employment. 


Hubert  H.  Humphrey. 
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Appendix  A 

Recommendations  of  the  President’s  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor 

I.  FEDERAL  COMMITTEE  ON  MIGRATORY  FARM  LABOR 

We  recommend  that: 

(1)  There  be  established  a  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor,  to 
be  appointed  by  and  responsible  to  the  President. 

(2)  The  Committee  be  composed  of  three  public  members  and  one  member 
from  each  of  the  following  agencies : 

Department  of  Agriculture, 

Department  of  Labor, 

Department  of  State, 

Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service,  and 
Federal  Security  Agency. 

(3)  The  public  members  be  appointed  by  the  President.  One  public  member 
should  serve  full  time  as  chairman  and  the  other  two  on  a  part-time  basis.  The 
Government  representatives  should  be  appointed  by  the  President  on  the  nomina¬ 
tion  of  the  heads  of  the  respective  agencies.  The  Committee  should  have  author¬ 
ity,  within  the  limits  of  its  appropriation,  to  establish  such  advisory  committees 
as  it  deems  necessary. 

(4)  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor  have  the  authority  and 
responsibility,  with  adequate  staff  and  funds  to  assist,  coordinate,  and  stimulate 
the  various  agencies  of  the  Government  in  their  activities  and  policies  relating  to 
migratory  farm  labor,  including  such  investigations  and  publications  as  will  con¬ 
tribute  to  an  understanding  of  migratory  farm-labor  problems,  and  to  recommend 
to  the  President,  from  time  to  time,  such  changes  in  administration  and  legislation 
as  may  be  required  to  facilitate  improvements  in  the  policies  of  the  Government 
relating  to  migratory  farm  labor.  The  Committee  should  undertake  such  specific 
responsibilities  as  are  assigned  to  it  in  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  this 
report  and  as  may  be  assigned  to  it  by  the  President. 

In  general,  however,  the  Committee  should  have  no  administrative  or  operating 
responsibilities;  these  should  remain  within  the  respective  established  agencies 
and  departments. 

(5)  Similar  agencies  be  established  in  the  various  States.  The  responsibilities 
and  the  activities  of  the  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor  and  those 
of  the  agencies  established  in  the  States  should  be  complementary  and  not  com¬ 
petitive.  The  State  agencies  should  be  encouraged  to  carry  forward  those  pro¬ 
grams  in  behalf  of  migratory  farm  workers  which,  by  their  nature,  fall  within  the 
responsibility  of  individual  States.  The  Federal  Committee  will  have  major 
concern  with  interstate,  national,  and  international  activities.  But  at  all  times 
there  should  be  close  consultation  between  the  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  a 
two-way  flow  of  information,  suggestions,  and  effective  cooperation. 

II.  MIGRATORY  FARM  LABOR  IN  EMERGENCY 

Our  investigations  of  the  present  farm  labor  problem  and  our  analysis  of  this 
country’s  experience  during  the  years  of  World  War  II  and  since,  point  to  certain 
conclusions  which  to  us  seem  inescapable  in  the  present  emergency.  We  there¬ 
fore  recommend  that: 

(1)  First  reliance  be  placed  on  using  our  domestic  labor  force  more  effectively. 

(2)  No  special  measures  be  adopted  to  increase  the  number  of  alien  contract 
laborers  beyond  the  number  admitted  in  1950. 

(3)  To  meet  any  supplemental  needs  for  agricultural  labor  that  may  develop, 
preference  be  given  to  citizens  of  the  offshore  possessions  of  the  United  States, 
such  as  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 
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(4)  Future  efforts  be  directed  toward  supplying  agricultural  labor  needs  with 
our  own  workers  and  eliminating  dependence  on  foreign  labor. 

III.  ALIEN  CONTRACT  LABOR  IN  AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  Foreign  labor  importation  and  contracting  be  under  the  terms  of  inter¬ 
governmental  agreements  which  should  clearly  state  the  conditions  and  standards 
of  employment  under  which  the  foreign  workers  are  to  be  employed.  These 
should  be  substantially  the  same  for  all  countries.  No  employer,  employer’s 
representative  or  association  of  employers,  or  labor  contractor  should  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  contract  directly  with  foreign  workers  for  employment  in  the  United 
States.  This  is  not  intended  to  preclude  employer  participation  in  the  selection 
of  qualified  workers  when  all  other  requirements  of  legal  importation  are  fulfilled. 

(2)  The  United  States- Mexican  intergovernmental  agreement  be  in  terms  that 
will  promote  immigration  law  enforcement.  The  Department  of  State  should 
negotiate  with  the  Government  of  Mexico  such  a  workable  international  agree¬ 
ment  as  will  assure  its  operation  as  the  exclusive  channel  for  the  importation  of 
Mexican  nationals  under  contract,  free  from  the  competition  of  illegal  migration. 

(3)  Administration  of  foreign  labor  recruiting,  contracting,  transporting,  and 
agreements  be  made  the  direct  responsibility  of  the  Immigration  and  Natural¬ 
ization  Service.  This  should  be  the  principal  contracting  agency,  and  private 
employers  should  secure  their  foreign  workers  exclusively  from  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service. 

(4)  The  Farm  Placement  Service  of  the  United  States  Employment  Service 
certify  to  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  and  to  the  Federal  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor  when  and  if  labor  requirements  cannot  be  filled 
from  domestic  sources  and  the  numbers  of  additional  workers  needed.  On  alien 
contract  labor,  the  United  States  Employment  Service  and  the  various  State 
employment  services  should  be  advised  by  the  tripartite  advisory  council  provided 
for  in  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act,  or  by  tripartite  subcommittees  of  the  council. 
However,  no  certification  of  shortage  of  domestic  labor  should  be  made  unless 
and  until  continental  domestic  labor  has  been  offered  the  same  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  of  employment  as  are  offered  to  foreign  workers.  After  certifying  the  need 
for  foreign  workers,  the  United  States  Employment  Service  should  have  no  ad¬ 
ministrative  responsibilities  in  connection  with  any  foreign  labor  program. 

(5)  In  accordance  with  the  policies  of  the  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory 
Farm  Labor,  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  arrange,  subject  to  the 
terms  of  the  intergovernmental  agreements  then  in  force,  for  the  importation  of 
the  number  of  qualified  foreign  agricultural  workers  certified  as  needed  by  the 
United  States  Employment  Service,  and  transport  them  to  appropriate  reception 
and  contracting  centers  in  the  United  States. 

(6)  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  deliver  the  imported  workers 
to  the  farm  employers  who  have  submitted  the  necessary  applications  and  bonds, 
and  who  have  signed  individual  work  agreements.  Employment  should  be  under 
the  general  supervision  of  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service.  An 
adequate  procedure  for  investigating  and  resolving  complaints  and  disputes 
originating  from  either  party  should  be  negotiated  in  the  international  agreements 
and  should  be  incorporated  in  the  standard  work  contracts.  The  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  should  be  authorized  to  terminate  any  contract  of 
employment  and  remove  the  workers,  and  to  refuse  to  furnish  foreign  workers 
to  any  employer  or  association  of  employers  when  there  has  been  repeated  or  will¬ 
ful  violation  of  previous  agreements,  or  where  there  is  reasonable  doubt  that  the 
terms  of  the  current  agreement  are  being  observed.  The  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  should,  in  the  discharge  of  its  obligations,  receive  such 
assistance  from  the  United  States  Employment  Service  as  it  may  request. 

(7)  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii,  as  possessions  of  the  United  States,  be  recognized 
as  part  of  the  domestic  labor  supply,  and  workers  from  these  Territories  be 
accorded  preference  over  foreign  labor  in  such  employment  as  they  are  willing 
and  suited  to  fill. 

(8)  Where  a  government-to-government  agreement  provides  for  the  payment 
of  the  prevailing  wage  to  foreign  contract  workers,  this  wage  be  ascertained  by 
public  authority  after  a  hearing.  The  policies,  procedures,  and  responsibilities 
involved  should  be  determined  by  the  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm 
Labor. 
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IV.  THE  WETBACK  INVASION - ILLEGAL  ALIEN  LABOB  IN  AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  be  strengthened  by  (a)  clear 
statutory  authority  to  enter  places  of  employment  to  determine  if  illegal  aliens 
are  employed,  ( b )  clear  statutory  penalties  for  harboring,  concealing,  or  trans¬ 
porting  illegal  aliens,  and  (c)  increased  appropriations  for  personnel  and  equip¬ 
ment. 

(2)  Legislation  be  enacted  making  it  unlawful  to  employ  aliens  illegally  in  the 

United  States,  the  sanctions  to  be  (a)  removal  by  the  Immigration  and  Naturaliza¬ 
tion  Service  of  all  legally  imported  labor  from  any  place  of  employment  on  which 
any  illegal  alien  is  found  employed;  (6)  fine  and  imprisonment;  (c)  restraining 
orders  and  injunctions;  and  ( d )  prohibiting  the  shipment  in  interstate  commerce 
of  any  product  on  which  illegal  alien  labor  has  worked.  t 

(3)  Legalization  for  employment  purposes  of  aliens  illegally  in  the  United  States 
be  discontinued  and  forbidden.  This  is  not  intended  to  interfere  with  handling 
of  hardship  cases  as  authorized  by  present  immigration  laws. 

(4)  The  Department  of  State  seek  the  active  cooperation  of  the  Government 
of  Mexico  in  a  program  for  eliminating  the  illegal  migration  of  Mexican  workers 
into  the  United  States  by  (a)  the  strict  enforcement  of  the  Mexican  emigration 
laws,  (b)  preventing  the  concentration,  in  areas  close  to  the  border,  of  surplus 
supplies  of  Mexican  labor,  and  (c)  refraining  from  attempts  to  obtain  legalization 
for  employment  in  the  United  States  of  Mexican  workers  illegally  in  this  country. 

V.  HOW  MIGRATORY  WORKERS  FIND  EMPLOYMENT 

We  recommend  that: 

(1)  Federal  legislation  be  enacted  to  prohibit  interstate  recruitment  of  farm 
labor  by  crew  leaders,  labor  contractors,  employers,  employers’  agents,  and  other 
private  recruiting  agents  except  when  such  agents  are  licensed  by  the  Department 
of  Labor.  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor  should  develop 
appropriate  standards  for  regulating  and  licensing  such  private  agents. 

(2)  States  enact  legislation  and  establish  enforcement  machinery  to  regulate 
and  license  labor  contractors,  crew  leaders,  and  other  private  recruiting  agents 
operating  intrastate,  such  legislation  to  include  private  solicitors  or  recruiters 
operating  on  a  fee  or  nonfee  basis,  either  part  time  or  year  round.  The 
standards  of  regulation  should  at  least  equal  those  established  by  the  Federal 
Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor.  The  recommendations  of  the  Governor’s 
Committee  of  California  suggest  the  form  and  content  of  such  State  legislation. 

(3)  The  United  States  Employment  Service  and  the  State  employment  services 
adopt  a  policy  of  refusing  to  refer  workers  to  crew  leaders,  labor  contractors, 
or  private  recruiting  agents  for  employment. 

(4)  The  United  States  Employment  Service  adopts  regulations  and  adminis¬ 
trative  procedures  to  safeguard  interstate  recruiting  and  transporting  of  workers, 
by  providing  that — - 

(a)  Terms  of  employment  be  reduced  to  writing,  such  written  terms  to  contain 
a  provision  for  the  adjustment  of  grievances. 

( b )  Housing  and  transportion  arrangements  available  to  workers  meet  the 
minimum  standards  established  by  the  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm 
Labor. 

(c)  State  employment  services  shall  not  recruit  farm  workers  outside  their 
States  or  assist  in  bringing  farm  workers  in  from  other  States  unless  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  is  assured  that  the  State  does  not  have  the  necessarv 
labor  available  within  its  own  borders. 

(5)  Neither  the  United  States  Employment  Service  nor  State  employment 
services  join  with  employers,  employers’  associations,  or  other  private  recruiting 
agents  in  mass  advertising  for  interstate  recruitment. 

(61  In  order  to  achieve  better  utilization  of  the  national  domestic  farm-labor 
supply.  States  having  legislation  restricting  recruitment  of  workers  for  out-of-State 
employment  (emigrant  agent  laws)  undertake  repeal  of  such  legislation. 

(7)  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor  establish  transportation 
standards  of  safety  and  comfort  (including  in-transit  rest  camps).  States  should 
be  guided  by  the  transportation  standards  of  the  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory 
Farm  Labor  as  minimum  conditions  to  govern  intrastate  transportation  of  migra¬ 
tory  farm  workers. 

(8)  The  United  States  Employment  Service  and  the  State  employment  services 
be  advised  on  farm-labor  questions  by  the  tripartite  advisory  councils  as  provided 
for  in  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act  or  by  tripartite  subcommittees  of  the  councils. 
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VI.  EMPLOYMENT  MANAGEMENT  AND  LABOR  RELATIONS 

We  recommend  that: 

(1)  The  Agricultural  Extension  Service,  through  its  Federal  office  and  in  those 
States  where  migratory  labor  has  significant  proportions,  make  instruction  in 
farm-labor  management  and  labor  relations  available  to  farm  employers  and  to 
farm  employees.  The  Agricultural  Extension  Services  should  also  make  available 
advice  and  counsel  for  the  organizing  of  farm-employer  associations  similar  to  those 
sponsored  during  World  War  II,  which  associations  should  have  the  purpose  of 
pooling  their  joint  labor  needs  to  promote  orderly  recruiting,  better  employer- 
worker  relations,  and  more  continuous  employment. 

(2)  The  Labor-Management  Relations  Act  of  1947  be  amended  to  extend 
coverage  to  employees  on  farms  having  a  specified  minimum  employment. 

* 

VII.  EMPLOYMENT,  WAGES,  AND  INCOMES 

We  recommend  that: 

(1)  The  Congress  enact  minimum-wage  legislation  to  cover  farm  laborers, 
including  migratory  laborers. 

(2)  State  legislatures  give  serious  consideration  to  the  protection  of  agricultural 
workers,  including  migratory  farm  workers,  by  minimum-wage  legislation. 

(3)  Federal  and  State  unemployment  compensation  legislation  be  enacted  to 
cover  agricultural  labor. 

(4)  Because  present  unemployment  compensation  legislation  is  not  adapted  to 
meeting  the  unemployment  problems  of  most  migratory  farm  workers,  the 
Federal  Social  Security  Act  be  amended  to  provide  matching  grants  to  States  for 
general  assistance  on  the  condition  that  no  needy  person  be  denied  assistance 
because  of  lack  of  legal  residence  status. 

VIII.  HOUSING 

We  recommend  that: 

(1)  The  United  States  Employment  Service  not  recruit  and  refer  out-of-State 
agricultural  workers  and  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  not  import 
foreign  workers  (pursuant  to  certifications  of  labor  shortage)  unless  and  until: 

(a)  The  State  in  which  the  workers  are  to  be  employed  has  established  mini¬ 
mum  housing  standards  for  such  workers  together  with  a  centralized  agency  for 
administration  and  enforcement  of  such  minimum  standards  on  the  basis  of 
periodic  inspections.  These  State  housing  standards,  in  their  terms  and  in 
administration,  should  not  be  less  than  the  Federal  standards  hereinafter  provided. 

(b)  The  employer  or  association  of  employers  has  been  certified  as  having 
available  housing,  which  at  recent  inspection  has  been  found  to  comply  with 
minimum  standards  for  housing  then  in  force  in  that  State. 

(2)  Federal  minimum  standards  covering  all  types  of  on-job  housing  for 
migratory  workers  moving  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  be  established  and 
promulgated  by  the  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor.  These 
standards,  administered  through  a  State  license  system,  should  govern  site, 
shelter,  space,  lighting,  sanitation,  cooking  equipment,  and  other  facilities  relating 
to  maintenance  of  health  and  decency. 

(3)  Any  State  employment  service  requesting  aid  of  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  in  procuring  out-of-State  workers  submit,  with  such  request,  a 
statement  that  the  housing  being  offered  meets  the  Federal  standards. 

(4)  The  Agricultural  Extension  Service  in  those  States  using  appreciable 
numbers  of  migratory  workers  undertake  an  educational  program  for  growers 
concerning  design,  materials,  and  lay-out  of  housing  for  farm  labor. 

(5)  The  Department  of  Agriculture  be  empowered  to  extend  grants-in-aid  to 
States  for  labor  camps  in  areas  of  large  and  sustained  seasonal  labor  demand 
provided  the  States  agree  to  construct  and  operate  such  camps  under  standards 
promulgated  by  the  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor.  Since  such 
projects  are  to  be  constructed  and  operated  for  the  principal  purpose  of  housing 
agricultural  workers  and  their  families,  preference  of  occupancy  should  be  given 
those  engaged  in  seasonal  agricultural  work.  Costs  should  be  defrayed  by  charges 
to  occupants. 

(6)  When  housing  is  deficient  in  areas  where  there  is  large  seasonal  employment 
of  migratory  farm  workers,  but  where  the  seasonal  labor  need  is  of  short  duration, 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  establish  transit  camp  sites  without  individual 
housing.  These  camp  sites  should  be  equipped  with  water,  sanitary  facilities 
including  showers,  laundry,  and  cooking  arrangements.  They  should  be  ade¬ 
quately  supervised. 
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(7)  The  Department  of  Agriculture  be  authorized,  and  supplied  with  the  neces¬ 
sary  funds,  to  extend  carefully  supervised  credit  in  modest  amounts  to  assist 
migratory  farm  workers  to  acquire  or  to  construct  homes  in  areas  where  agricul¬ 
ture  is  in  need  of  a  considerable  number  of  seasonal  workers  during  the  crop 
season. 

(8)  States  be  encouraged  to  enact  State  housing  codes  establishing  minimum 
health  and  sanitation  standards  for  housing  in  unincorporated  areas. 

(9)  The  Public  Housing  Administration  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance 
Agency  develop  a  rural  nonfarm  housing  program  to  include  housing  needs  of 
migrants  in  their  home-base  situation. 

IX.  HEALTH,  WELFARE,  AND  SAFETY 

We  recommend  that: 

(1)  In  amending  the  Social  Security  Act  to  provide  matching  grants  to  States 
for  general  assistance  (as  we  recommend  in  chapter  7),  provision  be  made  to 
include  medical  care  on  a  matching-grant  basis  for  recipients  of  public  assistance 
on  the  condition  that  no  person  be  denied  medical  care  because  of  the  lack  of 
legal  residence  status. 

(2)  The  Public  Health  Service  Act  be  amended  to  provide,  under  the  supervi¬ 
sion  of  the  Surgeon  General,  matching  grants  to  States,  to  conduct  health  programs 
among  migratory  farm  laborers  to  deal  particularly  with  such  diseases  as  tuber¬ 
culosis,  venereal  disease,  diarrhea,  enteritis,  and  dysentery,  and  to  conduct  health 
clinics  for  migratory  farm  workers. 

(3)  The  United  States  Employment  Service  make  no  interstate  referrals  of 
migratory  farm  workers  unless  the  representative  of  the  State  requesting  the  labor 
shall  give  evidence  in  writing  that  neither  the  State  nor  the  counties  concerned  will 
deny  medical  care  on  the  grounds  of  nonresidence,  and  that  migratory  workers 
will  be  admitted  to  local  hospitals  on  essentially  the  same  basis  as  residents  of  the 
local  community. 

(4)  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor  and  the  appropriate 
State  agencies  undertake  studies  looking  toward  the  extension  of  safety  and  work¬ 
men’s  compensation  legislation  to  farm  workers. 

(5)  The  Federal  Social  Security  Act  be  amended  to  include  migratory  farm 
workers  as  well  as  other  agricultural  workers  not  now  covered  under  the  Old-Age 
and  Survivors  Insurance  program. 

X.  CHILD  LABOR 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  1949  child-labor  amendment  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  be  re¬ 
tained  and  vigorously  enforced. 

(2)  The  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  be  further  amended  to  restrict  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  children  under  14  years  of  age  on  farms  outside  of  school  hours. 

(3)  State  child-labor  laws  be  brought  to  a  level  at  least  equal  to  the  present 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  and  made  fully  applicable  to  agriculture. 

(4)  The  child-labor  provisions  of  the  Sugar  Act  be  vigorously  enforced. 

XI.  EDUCATION 

We  recommend  that: 

(1)  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor,  through  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  public  and  private  agencies,  including  the  United  States  Office  of  Educa¬ 
tion,  State  educational  agencies,  the  National  Education  Association,  universities, 
and  the  American  Council  on  Education,  develop  a  plan  which  will  provide  an 
adequate  program  of  education  for  migratory  workers  and  their  children.  This 
may  include  Federal  grants-in-aid  to  the  States. 

(2)  The  Agricultural  Extension  Services,  in  fuller  discharge  of  their  statutory 
obligations  to  the  entire  farm  population,  provide  educational  assistance  to  agri¬ 
cultural  laborers,  especially  migratory  workers,  to  enable  these  people  to  increase 
their  skills  and  efficiency  in  agriculture  and  to  improve  their  personal  welfare. 
The  Extension  Services  should  also  give  instructions  to  both  farm  employers  and 
farm  workers  on  their  respective  obligations  and  rights,  as  well  as  the  opportunities 
for  constructive  joint  planning  in  their  respective  roles  as  employers  and 
employees. 

The  Agricultural  Extension  Services  should  expand  their  home-demonstration 
work  to  supply  the  families  of  farm  workers,  particularly  migratory  farm  workers, 
instruction  in  nutrition,  homemaking,  infant  care,  sanitation,  and  similar  subjects. 

In  substance,  the  Commission  recommends  that  the  Agricultural  Extension 
Services  assume  the  same  responsibility  for  improving  the  welfare  of  farm  workers 
as  for  helping  farm  operators. 
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(3)  The  Federal  Government,  in  accordance  with  the  long-standing  policy  that 
agricultural  extension  work  is  a  joint  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government 
and  the  several  States,  share  in  the  cost  of  the  proposed  educational  program  for 
farm  workers  and  their  families. 


Appendix  B 

Excerpt  From  Underemployment  of  Rural  Families 

MIGRATORY  FARM  LABOR 

Some  underemployed  farm  families  leave  their  farms  during  the  harvest 
season  and  supplement  their  farm  incomes  by  picking  cotton,  fruit,  potatoes, 
tomatoes,  or  other  crops;  others  forsake  their  farms  entirely  and  attempt  to  make 
a  living  by  following  the  crop  harvest.  Through  years  of  varying  economic 
conditions  relatively  permanent  groups  of  workers  have  developed  who  meet  the 
peak-season  labor  needs  in  various  parts  of  the  country.  These  are  principally 
but  not  exclusively  from  farm  sources.  They  have  developed  rather  definite 
paths  of  movement  from  the  winter  work  areas  in  Florida,  south  Texas,  Arizona, 
and  southern  California  to  summer  harvest  areas  in  the  north. 

The  number  of  people  in  this  migratory  work  force  has  varied  with  crop  condi¬ 
tions,  prices  of  farm  products,  displacement  by  mechanization,  and  the  general 
level  of  nonagricultural  employment.  It  has  also  changed  with  the  opportunity 
to  go  into  urban  occupations.  According  to  a  Nation-wide  survey  made  in  1949 
there  were  slightly  more  than  1,000,000  people  over  14  years  of  age  in  this  work 
force  at  that-  time.6  This  number  includes  several  hundred  thousand  workers 
from  across  the  Mexican  border  who  compete  with  domestic  labor  for  the  work 
that  is  available. 

Farm  people  who  go  into  the  migratory  labor  force  do  so  from  lack  of  better 
opportunity  and  then  merely  change  to  another  and  less  secure  type  of  underem¬ 
ployment.  According  to  the  survey  previously  mentioned,  the  average  number  of 
days  of  employment  for  migratory  workers  over  the  country  in  1949  was  101,  70 
days  in  farm  work  and  31  more  in  nonfarm  employment. 

Three  factors  enter  into  this  underemployment.  First,  a  period  of  several  slack 
months  when  there  is  little  seasonal  employment  to  be  found.  Second,  irregular 
and  intermittent  employment  during  the  harvest  season.  Some  harvests  are  over¬ 
supplied  with  workers,  others  last  for  such  a  brief  period  that  the  amount  of  work 
obtained  by  a  worker  is  small.  The  third  factor  is  too  large  a  supply  of  workers  for 
the  amount  of  work  available.  Migratory  workers  compete  with  local  seasonal 
and  year-round  workers  for  employment.  The  latter,  too,  then  suffer  from  under¬ 
employment;  during  1949,  they  had  a  total  of  120  days’  employment  of  which  91 
days  were  in  farm  work  and  29  in  nonfarm  jobs.7 

The  earnings  from  the  101  days  of  farm  work  which  the  migratory  workers 
obtained  in  1949  amounted  to  an  average  of  $514. 7  The  value  of  housing,  trans¬ 
portation,  and  other  perquisites  amounts  to  $36  more.8  At  an  average  of  two 
workers  per  family,  total  family  incomes  averaged  $1,028  cash  or  $1,100  with 
perquisites.  This  amount  had  to  feed,  clothe,  shelter,  and  educate  a  family  of  four. 

Underemployment  and  low  earnings  are  not  the  only  problems  among  migratory 
farm  workers.  Poor  housing,  lack  of  sanitation  and  medical  care,  child  labor,  and 
educational  retardation  of  the  children,  all  tend  to  make  them  a  disadvantaged 
grouD.  They  have  little  voice  either  in  community,  State,  or  national  affairs 
and  are  unable  to  make  effective  demands  to  relieve  their  situation. 

Although  they  are  most  essential  to  meet  peak  season  demands  for  gathering 
in  the  national  food  supply,  they  are  explicitly  excluded  from  national  legislation 
which  protects  and  advances  the  rights  of  workers.  Their  position  is  the  most 
precarious  of  any  in  our  economy.  They  have  no  definable  job  rights  and  are 
so  far  removed  from  the  employer  group  that  they  are  unable  to  obtain  redress 
for  grievances. 

Rather  than  hire  seasonal  and  migratory  workers  directly  and  individually,  it 
is  a  widespread  practice  among  farm  employers  to  hire  in  crews  through  labor 
contractors,  crew  chiefs,  or  labor  recruiters.  In  many  areas  it  is  virtually  impos¬ 
sible  for  a  worker  to  obtain  a  job  directly  from  the  farm  employer.  As  a  conse¬ 
quence  of  these  practices,  a  farm  worker  has  io  pay  heavily  from  his  already-t-oo- 
low  earnings  for  the  privilege  of  getting  work  to  do. 

6  Migratory  Farm  Workers  in  1949,  T  ouis  J.  Ducoff,  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economies,  ’950. 

7  Migratory  Farm  Workers  in  1949,  Louis  Ducoff.  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics,  ’949. 

8  Perquisites  Furnished  Hired  Farm  Workers,  Barbara  B.  Reagan,  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics, 
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Incensed  persons  would  be  given  warnings  of 
they-  price  violations  and  could  suffer  sus¬ 
pension  of  licenses,  for  a  period  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  12  months,  for  failure  to  heed  such 
warnings.  Appropriate  judicial  review  of 
suspension  actions  is  provided. 

Rent  stabilization 


Section  105\introduces  in  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  a  pew  title  IV-A  on  rent  stabi¬ 
lization.  Under  this  title  the  President  is 
granted  permissive  authority  to  establish 
maximum  rents  on"  housing  accommodations 
and  on  business  accommodations  in  any  area 
in  which  he  deems  such  action  necessary  to 
effectuate  the  objectives  of  the  act. 

Title  IV-A  provides  that  for  housing  ac¬ 
commodations  under  control  at  the  effective 
date  of  the  Defense  Production  Act  amend¬ 
ments  of  1951,  the  maximum 'rents  shall  be 
the  maximum  rents  in  effect  on  that  date. 
Mandatory  provision  is  made  for  adjustment 
in  rents  to  cover  increases  in  operating  and 
maintenance  costs  for  which  landlords  have 
not  been  previously  compensated.  For  all 
other  housing  accommodations  the  maxi¬ 
mum  rents  may  be  established  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  giving  due  consideration  to  rents  pre¬ 
vailing  on  comparable  housing  accommoda¬ 
tions  during  the  May  24  to  June  24,  1950, 
period,  but  no  consideration  shall  be  given 
to  increases  in  rents  after  January  25,  1951. 
The  President  is  given  permissive  authority 
to  make  such  individual  and  general  adjust¬ 
ments  increasing  or  decreasing  rents  as  may 
be  necessary  to  remove  hardships  or  to  correct 
inequities.  Provision  for  furnishing  general 
information  and  assistance  to  tenants  and 
small  landlords  is  included  in  the  title.  The 
President,  upon  his  own  initiative  or  upon 
that  of  local  advisory  boards  (which  are  con¬ 
tinued  in  existence  or  reconstituted,  as  the 
case  may  be,  under  this  title)  may  provide 
for  decontrol  of  maximum  rents  when  he 
deems  maintenance  of  such  control  no  longer 
necessary  to  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the 
title. 

For  business  accommodations,  the  Presi¬ 
dent  may  establish  maximum  rents  giving 
due  consideration  to  rents  prevailing  on  such 
date  as  he  deems  appropriate,  but  in  no  event 
earlier  than  June  24,  1950.  Individuals  and 
general  adjustments  increasing  or  decreas¬ 
ing  maximum  rents  may  be  made  to  remove 
hardships  or  to  correct  inequities. 

Provision  is  made  in  this  title  for  protest, 
review  and  enforcement  procedures,  similar 
to  those  provided  in  title  IV  of  the  Defense 
Production  Act  relating  to  price  and  wage 
stabilization,  and  criminal  sanctions  are  also 
provided. 

The  authority  of  title  IV-A  is  to  be  admin¬ 
istered  through  the  new  independent  agency 
(the  Economic  Stabilization  Agency)  created 
under  section  403  of  the  Defense  Production 
Act.  / 

Control  of  credit 

Section  106  revises  section  602  (d)  (1)  of 
the  act  so  as  to  extend  control  of  credit  on 
real  estate  to  existing  as  well  as  to  new  con¬ 
struction.  In  addition,  criminal  sanctions 
are  made  applicable  to  violations  of  orders  or 
regulations  issued  under  section  605  of  the 
act  dealing  with  Government  real  estate 
loan  programs.  Finally,  specific  authority  is 
added  to  section  605  for  the  enforcement  of 
conditions  and  requirements  imposed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  relaxation  of  residential 
credit  controls  under  that  section. 

Section  106  also  adds  to  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  a  new  subtitle  B — Commodity 
Speculation — which  amends  the  Commodity 
Exchange  Act  so  as  to  authorize  the  Presi¬ 
dent,  when  he  deems  such  action  necessary, 
to  prescribe  rules  and  regulations  covering 
margin  requirements  for  speculative  pur¬ 
chases  or  sales  on  commodity  exchanges. 
Specific  provision  is  made  preserving  bona 
fide  hedging  transactions. 


General  provisions 

Section  107  makes  appropriate  changes  in 
the  table  of  contents  of  the  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion  Act. 

Section  108  makes  the  following  changes  in 
title  VII  of  the  Defense  Production  Act: 

(1)  Revises  section  703  (a)  of  the  act  to 
provide  authority  for  the  payment  of  com¬ 
pensation  to  one  person  who  is  the  head  of 
an  agency  created  under  the  Defense  Produc¬ 
tion  Act  at  a  rate  comparable  to  the  com¬ 
pensation  paid  heads  of  executive  depart¬ 
ments. 

(2)  Introduces  two  new  provisions  au¬ 
thorizing  the  President  (a)  to  obtain  in¬ 
formation  necessary  in  evaluating  existing 
legislative  and  administrative  provisions  for 
national  defense,  and  (b)  to  dispense  with 
any  of  the  statistical  work  presently  required 
by  law  where  such  action  is  deemed  by  the 
President  to  be  in  the  interest  of  national 
defense. 

(3)  Changes  section  706  of  the  act  to 
broaden  the  relief  a  court  may  grant  when 
the  Government  seeks  to  enjoin  violations  of 
the  act.  This  would  make  it  clear  that  there 
could  be  restitution  even  though  no  injunc¬ 
tive  relief  is  ordered. 

(4)  Provides  that  Federal  courts  shall  have  / 
exclusive  jurisdiction  of  criminal  cases  and  / 
of  civil  cases  except  where  otherwise  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  act  regardless  of  the  amount  In 
controversy,  and  makes  a  technical  correc¬ 
tion  \o  assure  effective  enforcement  of  the 
criminal  sanctions  provided  in  the  act. 

(5)  Authorizes  the  President  to- 'provide 
for  the  printing  and  distribution,  in  such 
number  and  manner  as  he  deems  appro¬ 
priate,  of  reports  on  the  actions  taken  to 
carry  out  the  objectives  of  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act. 

(6)  Extends  the  Defense  Production  Act 
to  June  30,  1953.  \  I 

TITLE  n.  MISCELLANEOUS 

Section  201  repeals  the  Housing  and  Rent 
Act  of  1947,  as  amended,  but  preserves  out¬ 
standing  actions  .  with  respect  to  offenses 
committed,  or  rights  or  liabilities  incurred 
under  the  act^.prior  to  its  repeal.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  it  is  provided  that  the  powers,  duties 
and  functions  of  this  section  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered’  by  the  President  through  the 
new  independent  agency  created  under  sec¬ 
tion  403  of  the  Defense  Productidn  Act. 
Provision  is  made  for  the  transfer  to  .that 
agency  of  the  functions,  records,  personnel, 
and  unexpended  funds,  and  so  forth,  of  fhe 
Office  of  the  Housing  Expediter. 

Section  202  provides  for  veterans’  pref-  ' 
erence  in  the  purchase  and  rental  of  newly 
constructed  and  newly  converted  housing  ac¬ 
commodations.  The  President  is  authorized 
to  administer  these  provisions  and  may  dele¬ 
gate  such  authority  to  any  officer  or  agency 
of  the  Government.  This  authority  termi¬ 
nates  On  June  30,  1953,  unless  terminated 
earlier  by  Presidential  proclamation  or  by  a 
concurrent  resolution  of  the  Congress.  The 
veterans’  preference  povisions  are  similar  to 
those  contained  in  the  existing  Housing  and 
Rent  Act  of  1947,  as  amended,  which  are  now 
being  administered  by  the  Housing  Ex¬ 
pediter. 

In  addition,  section  202  specifically  repeals 
the  provisions  of  certain  appropriation  acts 
according  priority  rights  to  World  War  II 
veterans  in  the  acquisition  of  materials  re¬ 
quired  for  the  construction,  alteration,  or 
repair  of  dwellings  to  be  occupied  by  them. 
Any  priorities  on  materials  or  housing  fa¬ 
cilities  granted  to  World  War  II  veterans  un¬ 
der  the  Veterans  Housing  Act  of  1946  and 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  Defense  Pro¬ 
duction  Act  amendments  of  1951  are  specifi¬ 
cally  preserved. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
just  listened  to  the  reading  of  the  mes¬ 


sage  the  President  has  sent  to  Congress. 
It  is  extremely  unfortunate  that  the 
President  has  made  certain  of  those  pro¬ 
posals  at  the  beginning  of  the  planting 
season.  If  the  President  had  set  out  to 
find  the  most  effective  way  to  reduce 
crop  production  in  the  United  States  for 
this  year,  he  could  hardly  have  found  a 
more  effective  means  than  the  proposal 
to  freeze  the  parity  pries  of  farm  com- 
midities  as  of  a  single  date  and  to  hold 
that  freeze  for  a  year. 

Mr.  President,  parity  can  not  be  fro¬ 
zen;  when  the  parity  price  is  frozen,  it 
ceases  to  be  parity. 

What  the  President  is  proposing  is  not 
to  freeze  parity,  but  to  destroy  the  parity 
formula. 

Mr.  President,  all  of  us  know  that  the 
prices  of  certain  farm  commodities  will 
vary  as  much  as  100  percent  from  one 
part  of  the  year  to  another.  How  can 
we  do  what  the  President  demands — in 
other  words,  freeze  the  parity  prices  as 
of  a  certain  date — and  require  those 
prices  to  be  held  for  1  year?  If  the  par¬ 
ity  prices  of  agricultural  products  are 
frozen  out  of  season,  that  is  unfair  to 
the  consumers.  If  those  prices  are 
frozen  when  they  are  lowest,  certain 
self-appointed  spokesmen  for  consumers 
might  be  happy,  but  certainly  the  result 
would  be  to  bring  the  American  farmers 
almost  to  the  point  of  disaster. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  apparent  that  those 
who  for  years  have  harbored  the  hope  of 
making  the  farmer  dependent  upon  a 
Government  check  for  his  income,  are 
still  guiding  the  hand  of  the  administra¬ 
tion.  If  the  parity  prices  of  agricul¬ 
tural  products  are  frozen  as  of  a  cer¬ 
tain  date,  the  result  will  be  entirely  un¬ 
fair,  for  we  know  that  the  price  of  labor 
is  bound  to  rise,  we  know  that  the 
charges  for  transportation  are  con¬ 
stantly  rising,  and  we  know  that  the 
prices  of  the  things  farmers  have  to 
buy  are  constantly  rising.  We  know  that 
interest  charges  already  are  on  the  rise. 
When  those  price  increases  occur,  if  the 
prices  of  the  things  the  farmers  produce 
are  frozen,  so  that  those  prices  cannot 
rise  with  the  rise  in  the  prices  of  the 
things  farmers  have  to  buy,  the  result  is 
to  put  a  squeeze  on  the  farmer,  so  that 
he  has  the  choice  of  either  going  out  of 
business  or  of  calling  on  the  Government 
for  a  hand-out  to  enable  him  to  keep 
in  production. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  repeat  that  it  is 
most  unfortunate  that  the  President  has 
seen  fit  to  make  such  an  outlandish  and 
unfair  proposal  at  the  very  beginning  of 
the  planting  season.  The  result  can  only 
be  reduced  plahting  in  a  year  when 
maximum  production  is  of  vital  impor¬ 
tance. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  Is  is  not  a  fact  that 
the  prices  of  the  things  produced  by 
farmers  never  go  up  until  all  other 
prices  rise;  in  other  words,  that  the 
parity  price  is  based  on  the  prices  of  the 
things  the  farmers  have  to  buy,  and 
that  any  change  in  the  parity  price  fol¬ 
lows  the  changes  in  other  prices? 
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Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  South 
Carolina  is  absolutely  correct.  Farm 
parity  prices  never  lead  the  way  to  high¬ 
er  wage  or  cost  levels;  they  always  fol¬ 
low.  If  the  cost  of  goods  and  services 
Which  the  farmer  has  to  buy  is  kept 
down,  parity  prices  have  to  stay  down. 

Mr.  MAYBANK.  In  other  words,  the 
higher  wage  levels  lead  the  parity  price 
levels. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct. 

Mr.  MAY3ANK.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
repeat.  I  am  amazed  at  a  proposition  of 
this  kind  being  placed  before  the  Con¬ 
gress  at  a  time  when  we  are  trying  to 
induce  maximum,  production  of  farm 


crops. 

Mr.  YOUNG. 
Senator  yield? 
Mr.  AIKEN. 
Mr.  YOUNG. 


Mr.  President,  will  the 


I  yield. 

I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Vermont  does  not  feel,  as 
I  do,  that  there  would  be  no  objection 
whatever  to  the  policy  proposal  if  wages 
and  industrial  goods  prices  were  also 
frozen  at  present  prices,  or  frozen  at 
least  once  a,  year,  as  would  be  the  case 
with  respect  to  commodity  prices. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  would  be  the  only 
fair  way  to  do,  although  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  absolutely  fair  way  of 
freezing  wages,  either,  or  industrial 
prices  or  industrial  profits.  Quite  re¬ 
cently  the  OPS  announced  the  freezing 
of  profits  at  not  to  exceed  85  percent  of 
the  profits  which  prevailed  for  a  corpo¬ 
ration  during  the  three  best  years  of  the 
period  1946-49.  It  did  not  mean  that 
each  manufacturer  might  make  up  to 
85  percent  of  the  profit  he  made  during 
those  years.  It  meant,  and  it  has  been 
made  plain,  that  he  may  make  up  to  85 
percent  of  the  average  profit  made  by 
the  industry  during  the  3  years.  It 
leaves  the  independent  manufacturer 
in  a  very  unenviable  position.  He  can¬ 
not  possibly  compete  with  great  corpora¬ 
tions  who  have  been  financed  at  Govern¬ 
ment  expense  and  who  have  virtual  ac¬ 
cess  to  the  United  States  Treasury  in 
carrying  on  their  work.  In  regard  to  the 
order  freezing  profits;  Although  I  think 
we  should  try  to  find  some  means  of 
keeping  them  from  getting  out  of  hand, 
yet  that  is  going  to  re/ct  to  the  serious 
disadvantage  of  the  small-business  man. 

Mi-.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I /yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  This  price  freeze  comes 
at  a  time,  does,  it  not,  when  industrial 
profits  are  at  ah  all-time  high? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Absolutely.  On  the 
subject  of  profits  and  wages,  I  think  it 
was  pointed'  out  to  a  House  committee 
by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  yester¬ 
day,  or  possibly  day  before  yesterday, 
that  the.-’  farmer’s  dollar  will  now  buy 
50  percent  less  goods  than  in  1945,  and 
that  tile  average  hourly  earnings  of  the 
farmer  of  69  cents  an  hour  is  9  cents  an 
houmess  than  the  average  hourly  earn¬ 
ings'  of  the  farmer’s  hired  man.  Farm 
lal/or  for  the  country  averages  78  or  79 
cents  an  hour  at  the  present  time.  The 
average  hourly  earnings  of  the  farmer — 


the  man  who  owns  the  farm;  the  marf 
who,  with  his  family,  tries  to  run  iU- 
was  given  by  the  Secretary  as  69  cejits 
an  hour,  or  6  cents  an  hour  less  than/the 
minimum  wage  allowed  to  the  pqorest 
worker  coming  under  the  minimunv-wage 
law.  / 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 
/ 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Snader,  it/  assistant 
reading  clerk,  announced  tha/t  the  House 
had  disagreed  to  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  .3336)  to  sus¬ 
pend  certain  import  ta^fes  on  copper; 
asked  a  conference  with  the  Senate  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Doughton,  Mr. 
Coopee,  Mr.  Dingeli,  Mr.  Mills,  Mr.  I 
Reed  of  New  York,  Mr.  Jenkins,  and  Mr.  i 
Simpson  of  Pennsylvania  were  appointed 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference.  / 

SUSPENSION  OF  CERTAIN  IMPORT  TAXES 
ON  COPPER 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  before 
the  Senate  a  message  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  announcing  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  tlie  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.  R.  3336)  to  suspend  cer¬ 
tain  import  taxes  on  copper,  and  request¬ 
ing  a  conference  with  the  Senate  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Plouses 
thereon. 

Mi*.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George],  who  is  now  presiding  over  the 
Senate,  I -  move  that  the  Senate  insist 
upon  its  amendments,  agree  to  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  House  for  a  conference,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  George, 
Mr.  Connally,  Mr.  Byrd,  Mr.  Milllkin, 
and  Mr.  Taft  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  Senate. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  received  two  telegrams,  together 
with  a  request  that  they  be  read  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate.  The  telegrams  re¬ 
late  to  Senate  bill  984.  I  now  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that,  they  may  be  read  for 
the  information  of  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  telegrams  will  be  read. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  as  follows; 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  25,  1951. 
Senator  Ernest  W.  McFarland, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

The  American  Federation  of  Labor  offers 
its  objections  to  the  enactment  of  S.  684  to 
provide  for  the  recruitment  and  importation 
of  Mexican  workers  for  agricultural  labor  in 
the  United  States  which  is  now  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate. 

The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee  does 
not  provide  adequate  safeguards  to  protect 
the  interests  of -domestic  farm  labor  and  is 
contrary  to  the  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  President’s  Commission  on 
Migratory  Labor  which  was  issued  March  26, 
1951. 

The  report  clearly  indicates  that  the  im¬ 
portation  of  foreign  farm  labor  would  be  to 


depress  still  further  the  wages  and  working 
conditions  of  American  farm  labor,  a  group 
which  is  worse  off  economically  than  any 
other  lri~our  population. 

The  A.  F.  of  L.  firmly  believes  that  the 
need  for  the  importation  of  foreign  labor 
is  overemphasized.  At  the  present  time  there 
are  approximately  150,000  agricultural  work¬ 
ers  in  Puerto  Rico  unemployed  and  there  are 
190,000  partially  employed  working  less  than 
30-  hours  per  week.  However  if  there  is  a 
genuine  need  for  agricultural  labor  the 
Puerto  Rican  and  domestic  labor  market 
should  he  fully  utilized  before  importing 
foreign  labor. 

We  strongly  urge  that  S.  984  in  its  present 
form  be  recommitted  back  to  committee  with 
instructions  to  provide  for  the  recruitment 
of  American  workers  wherever  they  are 
needed  under  decent  working  conditions  and 
adequate  wages  before  any  attempt  is  made 
to  bring  in  foreign  farm  labor. 

William  Green, 

President,  American  Federation  of 
Labor. 

Senator  Ernest  W.  McFarland, 

Senate  Majority  Leader: 

National  Farmers  Union  believes  S.  984 
should  be  defeated.  Bringing  in  cheap  for¬ 
eign  labor  without  setting  decent  standards 
and  without  first  trying  to  recruit  tre¬ 
mendous  numbers  of  unemployed  American 
agricultural  workers  breaks  faith  with  the 
American  people  and  their  ideals.  This  sup¬ 
ply  of  cheap  foreign  labor  threatens  both 
the  family  farm  as  the  basic  pattern  of  Amer¬ 
ican  agriculture  and  the  hard  earned  gains 
of  American  labor.  This  bill  violates  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman’s  manpower  policy  declaration 
of  January  17  giving  full  assurance  that  “full 
use  of  domestic  manpower  resources  win  be 
made  before  bringing  in  foreign  workers.” 
It  ignores  careful  findings  of  Sparkman  com¬ 
mittee  report  on  low-income  rural  families 
revealing  existence  of  equivalent  of  more 
than  2,500,000  underemployed  agricultural 
workers.  Bill  was  reported  out  before  Presi¬ 
dent’s  commission  on  migratory  labor  gave 
its  report  to  the  President  portraying  dis¬ 
graceful  conditions  of  migrant  workers  and 
subservience  of  many  Government  officials 
to  pressures  of  big  growers.  We  urge  Senate 
to  reject  this  bill  and  consider  first  legisla¬ 
tion  for  the  effective  utilization  of  American 
workers. 

James  G.  Patton, 

President  of  National  Farmers  Union. 

Mr.  ELLENDER  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  am  suit  a  great 
number  of  Senators  would  like  to  hear 
the  distinguished  Senator  explain  this 
important  legislation,  and  I  ask  whether 
he  will  yield  for  a  quorum  call,  on  condi¬ 
tion  that  he  does  not  lose  the  floor? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  ouorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  a  quorum  calj  be  rescinded,  and  that 
further  proceedings  under  the  call  be 
suspended. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  object. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard.  The  clerk  will  resume  the 
call  of  the  roll. 
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The  Chief  Clerk  resumed  the  call  of 
the  roll,  and  the  following  Senators 
answered  to  their  names: 


Aiken 

Brewster 

Butler,  Md. 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Carlson 

Chavez 

Cordon 

Dworshak 

Ellender 


George  Lehman 

Hayden  McCarran 

Hickenlooper  McFarland 
Humphrey  Maybank 

Johnson,  Colo.  Pastore 
Johnston,  S.  C.  Russell 
Kilgore  Watkins 

Knowland  Welker 
Langer  Wherry 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty- 
seven  Senators  have  answered  to  their 
names.  A  quorum  is  not  present.  The 
Clerk  will  call  the  names  of  the  absent 
Senators. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  names  of 
the  absent  Senators,  and  Mr.  Bennett, 
Mr.  Connally,  Mr.  Ferguson,  Mr.  John¬ 
son  of  Texas,  Mr.  McMahon,  Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray,  Mr.  Robertson,  and  Mr.  Stennis 
answered  to  their  names  when  called. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  not  present. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  move  that  the 
Sergeant  at  Arms  be  directed  to  request 
the  attendance  of  absent  Senators. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Sergeant  at  Arms  will  execute  the  order 
of  the  Senate  . 

After  a  little  delay,  Mr.  Thye,  Mr. 
Flanders,  Mr.  Williams,  Mr.  Green,  Mr. 
Hendrickson,  Mr.  Smith  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  Mr.  Hill,  Mr.  Frear,  Mr.  Ecton,  Mr. 
Byf.d,  Mr.  Monroney,  Mr.  Case,  Mr. 
Wiley.  Mr.  Young,  Mr.  Anderson,  Mr. 
Duff,  Mr.  Kem,  Mr.  Hunt,  Mr.  Gillette, 
Mr.  Clements,  Mr.  Mundt,  Mr.  O’Conor, 
Mr.  Long,  Mr.  McCarthy,  Mrs.  Smith  of 
Maine,  Mr.  Underwood,  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr. 
Hennings,  Mr.  Fulbright,  Mr.  Malone, 
Mr.  McKellar,  Mr.  Bricker,  Mr.  Doug¬ 
las,  Mr.  Hoey,  Mr.  Bridges,  Mr.  Ives,  Mr. 
Martin,  Mr.  Capehart,  Mr.  McClellan, 
Mr.  Schoeppel,  Mr.  Taft,  Mr.  Millikin, 
Mr.  Sparkman,  Mr.  Tobey,  Mr.  Moody, 
Mr.  Nixon,  Mr.  Morse,  and  Mr.  Neely 
entered  the  Chamber  and  answered  to 
their  names. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ex¬ 
press  the  hope  that  the  Senate  will  pro¬ 
ceed  with  dispatch  to  the  consideration 
of  the  pending  measure.  I  consider  its 
passage  to  be  urgent,  since  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  that  we  implement,  as  soon  as  pos¬ 
sible,  the  agreement  with  the  Republic 
of  Mexico  for  the  importation  of  Mexi¬ 
can  labor. 

Before  proceeding  with  an  explanation 
of  the  bill,  I  should  like  to  make  a  few 
remarks  on  the  events  which  led  to  its 
introduction.  As  will  be  recalled,  an 
agreement  was  entered  into  by  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  1948  with  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  the  importation  of  Mexican 
labor.  The  method  adopted  for  import¬ 
ing  workers  was  that  upon  certification 
by  the  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice,  an  employer  could  go  into  Mexico 
and  contract  for  Mexican  labor.  Under 
the  agreement  which  was  entered  into  by 
the  employers  of  this  country  with  the 


workers  in  Mexico,  the  employers  paid 
all  the  expenses  of  transportation  from 
the  interior  of  Mexico,  as  well  as  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  subsistence  and  maintenance 
while  in  transit  to  the  place  of  employ¬ 
ment. 

The  agreement  entered  into  in  1948 
was  renewed  in  1949  with  certain 
changes.  Under  the  agreement  of  1948, 
there  was  a  provision  whereby  the  em¬ 
ployers  in  the  United  States  deducted  10 
percent  from  the  wages  of  the  Mexicans 
and  then  returned  the  amount  withheld 
at  the  termination  of  employment.  The 
reason  for  the  deduction  was  to  make 
certain  that  the  Mexican  laborer  would 
have  funds  at  the  end  of  his  employment 
and  at  the  same  time  it  would  provide  an 
incentive  for  the  worker  to  carry  out  his 
part  of  the  contract.  When  the  agree¬ 
ment  was  renewed  in  1949,  the  Mexican 
Government  did  not  agree  to  this  10- 
percent  deduction,  and  provision  for  it 
was  eliminated  in  the  agreement  entered 
into  in  1949. 

Both  the  1948  and  1949  agreements 
contained  another  provision  which  made 
it  obligatory  on  the  part  of  the  employer 
to  furnish  a  bond  of  $25  to  guarantee  the 
return  of  the  Mexican  laborer  at  the 
termination  of  the  contract.  I  may  say 
that  there  was  considerable  objection  on 
the  part  of  the  employers  to  that  provi¬ 
sion  in  the  agreements  with  Mexico. 

The  Mexican  Government  gave  notice 
early  this  year  that  it  would  not  consent 
to  continuance  of  the  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  which  now  prevail,  and  that  unless 
the  Government  of  the  United  States 
took  steps  to  enact  laws  whereby  a  guar¬ 
antee  of  compliance  by  the  employer 
with  the  individual  work  contract  could 
be  made  by  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  the  agreement  would  be 
terminated. 

I  w’as  privileged  during  last  January 
and  in  the  early  part  of  February  to 
attend  a  conference  in  Mexico  City  as  a 
representative  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  of  the  Senate. 
I  participated  for  a  week  in  discussions 
with  officials  of  our  own  Government  as 
well  as  officials  of  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  on  the  importation  program  of 
agricultural  workers.  We  reached  cer¬ 
tain  conclusions  under  which  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Government  was  willing  to  proceed 
with  future  agreements  with  respect  to 
the  employment  of  Mexican  labor  in  the 
United  States.  It  was  understood  at  the 
conference  that  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  not  now  authorized  to  recruit 
workers  in  Mexico.  It  was  also  under¬ 
stood  that  our  Government  cannot  now 
guarantee  the  performance  of  any  con¬ 
tract  entered  into  between  employers  in 
this  country  and  workers  in  Mexico. 

So,  Mr.  President,  in  order  for  the 
United  States  to  carry  out  its  part  of 
the  agreement  entered  into  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  it  is  necessary 
to  enact  the  legislation  now  proposed. 
To  my  way  of  thinking,  S.  984  will  im¬ 
plement  the  agreement  with  Mexico  in 
the  best  interests  of  both  countries. 

I  have  before  me  the  main  provisions 
which  have  been  agreed  to  in  conference 
between  representatives  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  and  representatives  of  the  Mexican 
Government.  I  wish  to  read  those  pro¬ 


visions  which  are  in  the  form  of  recom¬ 
mendations  to  our  respective  Govern¬ 
ments. 

First.  The  Mexican  Government  would 
establish  migratory  stations  at  such 
places  in  Mexico  as  might  be  agreed  upon 
by  the  Mexican  Government  and  the 
United  States  Government. 

Second.  Recruiting  teams  consisting 
of  Mexican  and  United  States  represent¬ 
atives  would  then  recruit  agricultural 
workers  at  places  near  the  residences  of 
the  workers,  and  the  workers  would  be 
brought  to  the  migratory  stations  by  the 
Mexican  Government. 

Third.  Following  screening  by  the 
United  States  immigration  officials,  the 
workers  would  be  transported  to  recep¬ 
tion  centers  in  the  United  States  at  the 
expense  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment.  Return  transportation  from  the 
reception  center  to  the  migratory  station 
by  this  Government  would  also  bd  guar¬ 
anteed. 

Fourth.  At  the  reception  center  in  the 
United  States,  the  worker  would  be  free 
to  choose  the  type  of  agricultural  work 
he  desires,  and  the  employer  would  be 
free  to  select  the  workers  whom  he  de¬ 
sires.  Proper  supervision  of  these  nego¬ 
tiations  by  representatives  of  both  gov¬ 
ernments  would  be  maintained. 

Fifth.  Transportation  from  the  recep¬ 
tion  center  to  the  place  of  employment 
and  return  would  be  at  the  expense  of 
the  employer,  as  well  as  subsistence  and 
other  guaranties  as  required  by  the  indi¬ 
vidual  work  contract. 

In  accordance  with  our  understanding 
at  the  conference,  I  introduced  Senate 
bill  984  to  provide  authority  for  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  carry  out  its  part  of  the 
agreement  reached  with  Mexico.  The 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
considered  the  bill  along  with  other 
measures  dealing  with  farm  labor.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  course  of  our  proceedings,  we  re¬ 
ceived  extensive  information  on  the 
farm-labor  situation  in  the  United 
States.  Enactment  of  legislation  pro¬ 
viding  subsidization  of  domestic  farm 
labor  as  well  as  foreign  labor  was  also 
recommended  to  us.  However,  the  com¬ 
mittee  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  im¬ 
mediate  legislation  should  be  confined  to 
its  original  subject,  that  is,  the  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  agreement  reached 
with  Mexico  this  year,  and  that  legis¬ 
lation  concerned  with  a  domestic  farm- 
labor  program  and  critical  farm-labor 
shortages  should  be  considered  sepa¬ 
rately.  In  accordance  with  this  deci¬ 
sion,  the  committee  is  recommending 
enactment  of  Senate  bill  984  at  this  time. 

The  bill  would  add  a  new  title  to  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949.  Section  501  of 
the  proposed  title  5  authorizes  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  to — 

First.  Recruit  workers  in  Mexico  for 
temporary  agricultural  employment  in 
the  United  States; 

Second.  Establish  and  operate  recep¬ 
tion  centers  at  or  near  the  places  of 
actual  entry  of  such  workers  into  the 
United  States  for  the  purpose  of  receiv¬ 
ing  and  housing  them  while  arrange¬ 
ments  are  being  made  for  their  employ¬ 
ment  in,  or  departure  from,  the  United 
States ; 

Third.  Provide  transportation  from 
recruitment  centers  in  Mexico  to  such 
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reception  centers  and  from  such  recep¬ 
tion  centers  to  recruitment  centers  after 
termination  of  employment; 

Fourth.  Provide  such  workers  with 
such  subsistence,  emergency  medical 
care,  and  burial  expenses  as  may  be  or 
may  become  necessary  during  the  trans¬ 
portation  period  and  while  such  work¬ 
ers  are  at  reception  centers; 

Fifth.  Assist  such  workers  and  em¬ 
ployers  to  negotiate  contracts  of  employ¬ 
ment;  and 

Sixth.  Guarantee  the  performance  by 
employers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts 
relating  to  payment  of  wages  or  the  fur¬ 
nishing  of  transportation. 

The  section  also  provides  that  the 
Secretary  may  recruit  Mexicans  already 
in  the  United  States  for  agricultural 
employment,  provided  that  such  workers 
originally  entered  the  country  legally. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
interrupt  the  distinguished  Senator  at 
this  point? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  the  recruiting  of 
Mexican  citizens  who  now  are  in  the 
United  States,  is  the  reference  to  Mexi¬ 
can  citizens  who  are  in  the  United  States 
legally,  or  is  the  reference  also  to  Mex¬ 
ican  citizens  who  may  be  in  the  United 
States  illegally? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  reference  is 
only  to  those  who  are  in  the  United 
States  and  who  entered  legally. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr.  President, 
there  are  several  amendments  proposed 
by  the  committee,  and  I  shall  discuss 
them  as  I  proceed,  in  the  hope  of  saving 
time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
the  Senator  will  pardon  me  for  the  In¬ 
terruption. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  perfectly 
all  right. 

Mr.  President,  the  section  to  which  I 
have  referred  further  provides  that 
workers  recruited  under  the  program 
will  be  free  to  accept  or  decline  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  with  any  eligible  em¬ 
ployer  and  to  choose  the  type  of  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  they  desire.  Likewise, 
employers  will  be  free  to  offer  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  to  any  workers  of 
their  choice  not  under  contract  to  other 
employers. 

Section  502  provides  that  no  workers 
shall  be  made  available  to  any  employer 
unless  such  employer  enters  into  an 
agreement  with  the  United  States  to— 
First.  Indemnify  the  United  States 
against  any  loss  by  reason  of  its  guar¬ 
anty  of  such  employer’s  contracts. 

Second.  Reimburse  the  United  States 
for  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  or 
agency  personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the 
transportation  and  subsistence  of  work¬ 
ers  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20  per 
worker. 

Mr.  President,  it  will  be  recalled,  as 
I  stated  a  moment  ago,  that  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Government  will  establish  centers 
within  Mexico,  at  its  own  expense,  with 
the  idea  of  selecting  the  workers  who 
are  eligible  to  enter  the  United  States. 
From  those  centers  to  points  established 
in  the  United  States,  our  Government 
will  pay  the  transportation  expenses  of 
workers  together  with  subsistence,  but 


these  expenses  will  be  recovered  from 
the  employer,  up  to  an  amount  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  the  sum  of  $20  a  person. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques- 

ti0Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  will 
permit,  I  should  like  to  make  a  brief 
observation.  If  in  the  process  of  toe 
application  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is  sponsor¬ 
ing,  there  happen  to  be  some  differences 
of  opinion  as  between  the  position  of  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  and  toe  position 
of  some  other  Senators,  let  me  say  that 
will  not  be  with  the  idea  of  opposing 
the  carrying  out  any  agreement  which 
might  have  been  made  between  the 
Government  of  toe  United  States  and 
the  government  of  another  country;  but 
some  of  us  think  that  possibly  the  com¬ 
mittee  did  not  give  sufficient  attention 
to  American  labor  which  could  be  avail¬ 
able.  Perhaps  the  Senator  has  that  sit¬ 
uation  in  mind. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  state  to  my 
distinguished  friend  from  New  Mexico 
that  when  the  bill  was  first  introduced 
we  attempted  to  take  care  of  labor  re¬ 
cruitment  not  only  in  Mexico  but  also  in 
all  other  countries  in  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere,  and  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii. 
Complications  arose  in  that  certain  ex¬ 
ceptions  were  desired  here  and  there. 
Finally,  inasmuch  as  the  purpose  of  the 
entire  proposal  is  to  make  an  agreement 
with  Mexico  alone,  the  committee  de¬ 
cided  to  confine  the  bill  to  that  country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  another 
question,  if  he  will  yield  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Did  the  committee  ob¬ 
tain  any  information  as  to  the  availabil¬ 
ity  of  domestic  American  farm  labor 
throughout  the  United  States? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  we  received  a 
good  deal  of  testimony  on  the  subject.  I 
may  say  to  my  distinguished  friend  that 
we  heard  testimony  not  only  pertaining 
to  Senate  bill  984,  but  also  to  the  bill  in¬ 
troduced  by  him  and  to  the  bill-  intro¬ 
duced  by  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magntjson], 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  I  may  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  another  question. 
Did  the  committee  have  available  the 
report  of  the  President’s  Commission  on 
Migratory  Labor? 

Mr.  El  .LENDER.  That  report  had  not 
then  been  issued. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Did  the  committee 
consider  that  report  after  the  bill  had 
been  reported  to  the  Senate? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  we  did  not. 
However,  the  committee  voted  to  report 
the  bill  prior  to  release  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  report. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  when 
I  was  interrupted — and  I  should  like  to 
say  that  I  do  not  mind  interruptions — ■ 
I  was  outlining  to  the  Senate  the  prin¬ 
cipal  provisions  of  the  pending  measure, 
and  I  had  discussed  section  502  (1)  and 
,(2).  I  continue  my  analysis  of  the  bill. 

Third.  Pay  to  the  United  States,  in 
any  case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  re¬ 
turned  to  the  reception  center  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  individual  work  contract. 
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and  is  apprehended  in  the  United  States, 
an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal 
cost  to  the  employer  of  returning  other 
workers  from  the  place  of  employment 
to  the  reception  center,  less  any  portion 
thereof  required  to  be  paid  by  any  other 
employers. 

Section  503  provides  that  no  workers 
recruited  under  this  program  shall  be 
available  for  employment  in  any  area 
unless  the  director  of  State  employment 
security  for  such  area  has  determined 
and  certified  .that  sufficient  domestic 
workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and  quali¬ 
fied  are  not  available  at  the  time  and 
place  needed  to  perform  the  work  for 
which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed, 
and  that  the  employment  of  such  work¬ 
ers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages 
and  working  conditions  of  domestic  ag¬ 
ricultural  workers  similarly  employed. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  sure  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  committee 
is  familiar  with  the  fact  that  that  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill,  which  specifies  that 
the  workers  shall  be  available,  is  possibly 
a  little  misleading.  It  is  quite  true  that 
they  are  not  available  at  a  particular 
time,  but  the  domestic  workers  might  be 
available  by  the  time  the  harvest  season 
arrived.  In  order  to  clarify  that  point 
and  to  get  a  legislative  background,  I 
propound  this  question  to  the  chairman 
of  the  committee:  Where  the  clause 
provides  standards  for  certifying  as  to 
the  nonavailability  of  domestic  workers 
before  Mexican  workers  may  be  ad¬ 
mitted,  clause  (1)  of  this  section  requires 
certification  that  sufficient  domestic 
workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and  quali¬ 
fied,  are  not  available  at  the  time  and 
place  needed  to  perform  the  work  for 
which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed. 
It  seems  to  me  that  this  clause  is  merely 
intended  ta  apply  a  rule  of  reasonable 
availability,  taking  into  consideration  all 
the  circumstances  existing  at  the  time  of 
certification. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  They  might  not 
have  been  there  in  March,  but  they 
might  be  available  at  harvesttime,  and 
if  they  were  available  by  harvesttime, 
then  the  Department  of  Labor  could  not 
certify  that  there  was  a  lack  of  workers, 
because  the  domestic  workers  would  be 
there :  Is  not  that  the  chairman’s 
understanding? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  mean¬ 
ing  of  that  language,  as  I  interpret  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Did  the  committee  have 
available  toe  report  of  the  study  made 
by  the  Joint  Congressional  Committee 
on  the  Economic  Report,  as  prepared 
and  issued  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Sparkman]  ? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ,  He  used  the  following 
language : 

Unemployment  among  these  marginal 
farmers  is  depriving  the  Nation  of  the  equiv¬ 
alent  of  more  than  2,500,000  workers— 
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Referring  to  farm  workers. 

Did  the  committee  have  that  infor¬ 
mation? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Record  will 
speak  for  itself,  but  as  I  recall,  that  re¬ 
port  was  thoroughly  discussed  by  a  wit¬ 
ness  who  appeared  before  the  committee. 
I  may  say  to  my  distinguished  friend 
from  New  Mexico  that,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  we  had  before  us  another  bill 
which  covered  both  foreign  and  domestic 
labor,  the  first  question  we  decided  was 
whether  we  should  deal  with  foreign  la¬ 
bor  alone,  or  both  foreign  labor  and  do¬ 
mestic  labor,  including  offshore  labor 
from  our  Territorial  possessions,  such  as 
Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico. 

The  committee  members  present  were 
unanimous  in  their  decision  to  deal  with 
the  Mexican  pi’oblem  solely.  The  rea¬ 
son  for  that  decision  is  that  we  are  con¬ 
fronted  with  a  special  condition  with 
respect  to  the  importation  of  labor  from 
Mexico.  The  Government  of  Mexico 
has  notified  our  Government  that  it  will 
terminate  the  agreement  with  respect  to 
the  importation  of  Mexican  labor  into 
this  country,  and  that  it  will  not  agree 
to  a  program  comparable  to  the  one 
under  which  we  import  workers  from  the 
Bahamas  and  other  islands  under  Brit¬ 
ish  control. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  the  Senator  a  question  on  that  point? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  there  is  not  availa¬ 
ble  sufficient  domestic  farm  labor,  that 
is,  American  citizens,  to  serve  the  pur¬ 
pose,  what  would  we  lose  if  we  did  not 
make  an  agreement  with  any  foreign 
nation? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  a  moment.  I 
may  say  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
that  that  is  a  question  for  the  adminis¬ 
trator  of  this  bill,  if  it  shall  be  enacted, 
to  determine. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  just  read, 
and  I  think  the  language  is  specific,  the 
rules  and  regulations  under  which  the 
administrator  of  this  bill  must  proceed 
and  the  conditions  that  must  exist  before 
Mexican  labor  is  permitted  to  enter  the 
country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  My  reason  for  asking 
questions  is  that  I  desire  that  what  we 
do  may  be  agreeable  to  our  neighbors, 
but  I  also  want  to  see  that  American 
labor  is  taken  care  of.  Is  it  not  a  fact 
that  the  only  reason  for  this  proposed 
legislation  is  that  it  is  necessary  in  order 
to  get  labor  for  the  farmer? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  one  of  the 
purposes,  yes,  and  the  chief  source  of 
foreign  labor  in  this  hemisphere  is  Mex¬ 
ico.  That  has  been  the  case  heretofore. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  should  not  the 
chief  source  of  supply  be  American 
labor? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question  and  also  for 
a  brief  comment  on  the  remark  of  the 
able  Senator  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  All  of  us  are  interested 
in  domestic  labor  and  desire  to  give  citi¬ 


zens  of  the  United  States  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  work  if  they  are  available.  We 
certainly  would  not  want  to  give  a  job 
to  a  foreigner  at  the  expense  of  an 
American  citizen.  But  I  must  call  the 
attention  of  the  very  able  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  to  the  fact  that  there  is 
certain  work  which  must  be  performed 
in  the  harvesting  of  root  crops,  such  as 
sugar  beets  and  potatoes  which  involves 
what  is  called  “stoop”  labor.  It  is  the 
kind  of  work  which  is  most  tedious.  If  a 
job  of  that  kind  were  offered  to  the  aver¬ 
age  American  worker,  under  present  con¬ 
ditions,  when  factories  and  the  employ¬ 
ers  in  every  other  field  are  bidding  for 
workers,  he  would  take  the  job  which 
was  far  more  pleasant  than  the  stoop 
labor  required  in  digging  potatoes,  or 
topping  sugar  beets,  or  thinning  sugar 
beets,  or  working  in  the  cotton  fields. 

It  is  for  that  reason  that  those  of  us 
who  listened  to  the  testimony  in  the 
committee  hearings  came  to  a  realiza¬ 
tion  and  a  complete  understanding  of 
what  faces  the  producer.  We  should  en¬ 
act  some  type  of  law  which  will  permit 
the  bringing  in  of  Mexican  labor  or  off¬ 
shore  labor,  the  type  of  labor  willing  to 
work  in  the  beet  fields,  the  onion  patches, 
and  fields  producing  all  types  of  root 
crops,  as  well  as  in  the  cotton  fields.  If 
we  do  not  provide  that  type  of  worker, 
many  root  and  fiber  crops  will  go  to 
waste.  The  members  of  the  committee 
recognize  that  something  must  be  done 
to  relieve  the  situation. 

I  know  that  in  the  past  there  have  been 
instances  of  men  looking  at  a  stoop- 
labor  job  and  saying,  “I  do  not  want  it.” 
If  that  kind  of  a  man  took  such  employ¬ 
ment,  it  would  be  only  until  he  could 
get  something  more  to  his  liking.  The 
able  Senator  from  New  Mexico  knows 
that  as  well  as  do  the  members  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  to  my  good 
friend  from  Minnesota  that  since  he 
has  been  a  Member  of  the  Senate  and 
has  been,  in  a  noble  way,  representing 
a  great  State,  he  has  read  in  the  news¬ 
papers  and  in  magazines  about  the  suf¬ 
fering  of  American  Indians  in  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  Arizona,  Colorado,  Utah,  and  in 
many  other  places.  Only  a  few  minutes 
ago  the  senior  Senator  from  South  Da¬ 
kota  [Mr.  Mundt]  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment 'which  he  intends  to  call  up,  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  employment  of  Indians. 

There  is  stoop  labor  in  my  State.  If 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  will  go  to 
the  little  town  of  Bluewater  during  the 
carrot  season  he  will  see  Indian  laborers 
there.  If  they  were  good  enough  to  lift 
the  American  flag  at  Iwo  Jima  and  to 
fight  in  Korea,  they  are  good  enough  to 
receive  employment. 

Mr.  THYE.  There  can  be  but  one 
answer  to  the  Senator,  and  that  is  that 
he  is  entirely  correct.  We  should  em¬ 
ploy  every  Indian  who  is  willing  to  ac¬ 
cept  employment.  In  my  State  there  are 
many  splendid  Indian  citizens.  I  have 
been  with  them  in  the  northern  and 
northwestern  sections  of  the  State. 
They  are  fine  people.  We  want  to  em¬ 
ploy  them.  We  are  glad  to  employ  every¬ 
one  who  wants  work.  But  if  then  we  are 
in  need  of  still  more  laborers  we  must 
employ  offshore  labor,  or  the  crops  will 


deteriorate  in  the  fields.  That  Is  the 
whole  answer.  The  bill  would  permit  the 
employment  of  Indians,  whether  they  be 
in  Minnesota,  in  the  Dakotas,  in  New 
Mexico,  or  in  any  other  section  of  the 
United  States.  Every  citizen  who  is  seek¬ 
ing  employment  should  be  employed,  but 
when  we  exhaust  that  list  and  still  do  not 
have  enough  hands  to  do  the  work  which 
must  be  performed,  we  have  got  to  get 
labor  from  offshore. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Then  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  agrees  with  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico? 

Mr.  THYE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  not  a  Member 
of  this  body  who  wants  to  be  kinder  to 
Mexico  than  does  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico.  Possibly  a  month  ago  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  say  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Evening  Star  a  picture  of  an  am¬ 
putee  at  Walter  Reed  Hospital.  His  legs 
and  his  right  arm  had  been  removed.  He 
was  a  Puerto  Rican.  Eighty 'thousand 
Puerto  Ricans  fought  in  the  Second 
World  War.  Some  Puerto  Ricans  are 
dying  in  Korea.  Every  military  cemetery 
throughout  the  world  contains  bodies  of 
Puerto  Ricans.  More  than  50  years  ago 
we  took  them  into  our  country,  possibly 
against  their  desires  at  the  time.  But 
why  should  they  not  have  a  little  pref¬ 
erence?  If  they  are  not  available,  and  if 
Indian  labor  is  not  available — and  I 
think  I  can  show  the  Senate  before  we 
get  through  that  there  is  available  plenty 
of  American  labor  of  every  type  and 
kind — I  would  be  in  favor  of  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  labor,  as  provided  for  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  say  to  my 
good  friend  from  New  Mexico  that  if  In¬ 
dians  are  available,  he  need  not  fear  that 
they  will  not  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
work.  As  long  as  domestic  labor  is  avail¬ 
able,  certification  cannot  be  made  for  the 
importation  of  Mexican  labor. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  should  like  to  say  that 
it  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  to  discriminate 
in  any  way  against  the  employment  of 
American  labor,  including  Indians.  But 
the  question  arose  as  to  whether  the  re¬ 
cruitment  and  employment  of  available 
Amei’ican  labor  should  be  Included  in  a 
bill  which  would  authorize  recruitment 
and  arrangements  to  employ  Mexican 
labor.  I  am  sure  the  committee  felt  that 
when  and  if  available,  American  labor 
should  be  employed.  However,  there 
were  complications  involved  in  including 
the  recruitment  of  American  labor  along 
with  Mexican  labor.  For  instance,  Mex¬ 
ican  labor  is  not  entitled  to  any  social- 
security  benefits,  whereas  domestic  labor 
is  so  entitled. 

The  State  Department  recently  con¬ 
cluded  an  agreement  with  the  Mexican 
Government  which  would  provide  for  the 
recruitment  of  Mexican  labor  under  the 
supervision  of  the  two  Governments.  It 
appeared  necessary  to  provide  legislation 
to  put  that  agreement  into  effect. 
Therefore,  the  committee  decided  to  re¬ 
strict  this  bill  so  as  to  cover  the  Mexican 
situation  alone.  But,  as  one  member  of 
the  committee,  I  desire  to  say  that  I 
would  gladly  consider  any  proposal 
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which  would  provide  for  recruiting  and 
employing  American  labor. 

If  there  should  happen  to  be  a  sur¬ 
plus  of  labor  in  Maine,  which  probably 
will  not  occur,  and  if  a  shortage  of  labor 
should  occur  in  southern  California,  I 
would  not  agree  to  recruit  labor  in  Maine 
to  send  to  southern  California,  because 
it  would  not  make  sense,  particularly  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  labor  in  Maine 
probably  would  not  like  the  type  of  work 
to  be  found  in  southern  California.  I 
think  we  should  employ  American  labor 
to  the  fullest  extent  before  looking  out¬ 
side  our  borders.  On  the  other  hand,  I 
feel  that  the  State  Department,  having 
made  the  agreement  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Mexico,  should  have  legislation 
which  would  implement  the  agreement 
and  make  it  possible  to  put  it  into  effect. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wish  to  state  to 
my  good  friend  from  New  Mexico  that 
had  the  committee  held  the  hearings 
which  would  be  necessary  to  carry  out 
what  the  Senator  is  now  advocating,  I 
doubt  if  we  would  be  through  with  the 
hearings  at  this  time.  In  other  words, 
in  order  to  be  able  to  continue  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  Mexican  labor,  it  is  abso¬ 
lutely  necessary  that  this  bill  be  en¬ 
acted.  We  are  now  operating  under  an 
agreement  which  was  made  between  our 
Government  and  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  in  August  1949.  That  agreement 
will  expire  on  June  30  and  a  new  agree¬ 
ment  will  not  be  entered  into  unless  the 
bill  which  we  are  now  discussing  is  en¬ 
acted. 

For  that  reason  the  committee  thought 
it  wise  to  restrict  the  provisions  of  the 
bill  to  Mexico.  If  the  emergency  should 
become  worse,  I  believe  we  should  deal 
not  only  with  farm  labor,  but  with  in¬ 
dustrial  labor.  In  such  event,  it  is  my 
considered  judgment  that  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  and  not 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  should 
consider  remedial  legislation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  make 
another  observation  along  the  line  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
I  am  certain  that  no  one  is  question¬ 
ing  either  the  integrity  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  or  the  motives  behind  the  action 
taken  by  the  committee.  My  concern 
is  engendered  by  the  fact  that  only  last 
week,  in  the  hearings  on  appropriations 
for  the  Department  of  Labor  witnesses  of 
the  service  which  generally  deals  with 
such  class  of  labor  testified  before  the 
subcommittee  that  very  little  or  noth¬ 
ing  at  all  had  been  done  with  reference 
to  ascertaining  what  the  availability  of 
labor  was  in  the  United  States.  It  was 
an  astounding  statement.  For  that  rea¬ 
son  I  am  concerned  about  the  bill.  It 
is  not  that  I  do  not  want  to  go  along 
with  the  fine  idea  presented  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  and  the  committee, 
of  trying  to  fulfill  our  obligations  and 
our  commitments  to  a  friendly  foreign 
nation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  state  to  my 
good  friend  that,  as  he  well  knows,  we 
have  been  utilizing  foreign  labor  for 
many  years.  The  committee  decided  not 
to  change  the  present  method  of  deal¬ 


ing  with  labor  from  other  foreign  sources, 
such  as  Jamaica  and  Canada. 

The  Mexican  Government,  however, 
has  advised  that  under  no  conditions 
would  it  continue  the  present  program 
beyond  June  30,  1951,  and  that  it  would 
enter  into  a  new  agreement  only  if  it  in¬ 
cluded  the  main  provisions  of  the  tenta¬ 
tive  agreement  entered  into  by  our  Gov¬ 
ernment  and  Mexico  this  year.  That  is 
what  we  are  up  against.  The  evidence 
is  ample  that  we  will  need  Mexican 
labor,  particularly  in  the  cotton  fields 
of  California,  Texas,  Mississippi,  Arkan¬ 
sas.  and  other  Southern  States.  It  is 
imperative  that  we  get  that  labor  at  an 
early  date.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my 
mind  that  the  Mexican  Government  will 
not  change  its  views  on  terminating  the 
present  international  agreement. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  may  be  of  in¬ 
terest  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
to  know  that  the  junior  Senator  from 
Minnesota  intends  to  offer  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  pertains  to  the  point  he 
raised  a  moment  ago.  I  think  the 
amendment  is  in  accord  with  the  philos¬ 
ophy  expressed  by  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken!.  My  amendment 
reads : 

On  page  4,  line  IS,  strike  out  the  period 
and  insert  a  comma  and  the  following:  “and 
(3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to 
attract  American  workers  for  such  employ¬ 
ment  at  terms  and  conditions  of  employ¬ 
ment  comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign 
workers.” 

I  intend  to  offer  the  amendment.  In 
that  way  the  committee  bill  would  ex¬ 
pressly  state  that  there  must  Lirst  have 
been  an  effort  made  to  recruit  American 
workers. 

I  also  intend  to  offer  an  amendment 
which  reads: 

On  page  4,  line  13,  after  the  word  “who”, 
insert  a  comma  and  the  words:  “at  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  rates  and  other  conditions  of 
employment  for  such  area,”. 

The  amendments  would  provide  two 
additional  safeguards. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  mean  the  prevailing  wage  rate 
of  the  American  worker  or  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  worker? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  the  American 
worker. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  I  misunder¬ 
stood  the  Senator.  I  was  under  the  im¬ 
pression  he  said  that  the  conditions  to 
be  imposed  upon  the  American  laborer 
would  be  the  conditions  under  which  the 
foreign  laborer  was  working. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  point  out  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  that  under 
the  terms  of  the  bill,  with  the  many  com¬ 
pensations  in  the  form  of  health  services, 
insurance,  and  so  forth,  actually,  the 
Mexican  worker  may  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  getting  a  better  deal  than  the 
domestic  worker  in  the  form  of  guar¬ 
anties. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  that  is  the 
reason  why  I  am  objecting. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  say  conditions 
should  be  comparable. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  hate  to  have 
an  American  laborer — and  when  I  say 
an  American  I  mean  an  American,  re-. 


gardless  of  what  his  background,  na¬ 
tionality,  or  religious  belief  may  be — 
work  for  what  some  of  the  starving  Mex¬ 
icans  work  for.  I  am  against  that. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  after  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  had  an 
opportunity  to  hear  a  full  explanation 
of  the  amendments  he  will  be  an  ardent 
supporter. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  should  like  to  re¬ 
mind  my  good  friend  from  New  Mexico 
that  the  bill  specifically  provides  that 
after  the  Mexican  laborer  is  transported 
to  a  reception  center  in  the  United 
States  he  would  enter  into  an  agreement 
with  an  employer.  He  can  bargain  for 
such  working  conditions  as  he  desires. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  between - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  between  an  em¬ 
ployer  in  this  country  and  the  worker 
from  Mexico.  A  contract  would  be  en¬ 
tered  into  between  them.  I  believe  the 
Senator  has  read  recent  articles  with 
respect  to  conditions  that  exist  in  Texas 
and  other  States. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  know  of  them  from 
my  own  knowledge. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  knows, 
I  am  sure,  the  reason  these  conditions 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  I  do. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  difficulty  has 
been  that  many  Mexicans  came  into  the 
United  States  illegally.  They  came 
across  the  Rio  Grande.  When  they 
went  to  a  farm  to  work,  the  farmer  said 
to  them,  “Now,  listen,  unless  you  work 
for  certain  wages  or  under  certain  con¬ 
ditions,  I  will  report  you  and  you  will 
have  to  return  to  Mexico.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  has  happened. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  This  bill  would 
discourage  that  practice.  The  bill  would 
make  it  obligatory  that  contracts  entered 
into  in  the  future  between  American  em¬ 
ployers  and  Mexican  laborers  shall  be 
with  Mexican  nationals  who  enter  this 
country  legally. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  know  the  Senator 
wants  to  do  the  right  thing.  However, 
in  what  position  does  he  think  a  poor 
starving  Mexican  laborer  would  be  in 
making  a  contract  with  the  owner  of 
2,000  acres  of  cotton  in  Dona  Ana 
County,  N.  Mex.?  - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  a  provision 
in  the  bill  under  which  associations  of 
employers  could  employ  a  group  of  Mex¬ 
ican  laborers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  other  words,  it  pro¬ 
vides  for  fair-employment  practices? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  be  up  to 
the  two  groups.  In  other  words,  what 
we  have  tried  to  do  is  to  make  it  possible 
for  Mexican  laborers  to  be  employed  in 
groups  and  for  them  to  select  employers 
for  whom  they  desire  to  work  and  to 
select  the  kind  of  work  they  desire  to 
perform.  That  is  one  of  the  provisions 
in  the  bill.  As  I  have  stated,  it  is  in  ac¬ 
cord  with  the  understanding  which  was 
reached  between  our  Government  and 
the  Government  of  Mexico  in  Mexico 
City  during  the  latter  part  of  January 
and  early  part  of  February  of  this  year. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mi’.  CORDON.  Does  not  the  agree¬ 
ment,  considered  with  the  bill,  require 
that  any  such  foreign  labor  be  paid  going 
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wages  within  the  area,  in  addition  to 
having  the  right  which  comes  from  com¬ 
petitive  bidding  for  services? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  I 
so  stated  in  my  opening  remarks. 

Mr.  President,  section  504  provides 
that  workers  recruited  in  Mexico  shall  be 
admitted  to  the  United  States  subject  to 
the  immigration  laws,  and  that  no  pen¬ 
alty  bond  shall  be  required  which  im¬ 
poses  liability  upon  any  person  for  the 
failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart 
from  the  United  States  upon  termination 
of  employment.  Section  504  also  pro¬ 
vides  that  workers  already  in  the  coun¬ 
try  and  who  otherwise  would  be  eligible 
for  admission  to  the  United  States  may 
remain  to  accept  agricultural  employ¬ 
ment  pursuant  to  arrangements  between 
the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of 
M-xico. 

M".  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mv.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Should  not  the  word 
“legally”  also  be  used  in  that  same  sec¬ 
tion?  They  must  be  here  legally  before 
they  can  remain. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey!  and  the  junior  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Anderson]  have  pro¬ 
posed  such  amendments.  The  commit¬ 
tee  agreed  to  an  amendment  in  section 
501  to  the  effect  that  the  Mexican  laborer 
must  have  entered  this  country  legally 
in  order  to  be  eligible  for  employment. 

Mr.  President,  section  505  exempts 
agricultural  workers  imported  from 
Mexico  from  social  security  benefits  and 
taxes,  and  withholding  of,  or  payment 
of,  such  taxes  by  the  employers  of  such 
workers.  The  section  further  provides 
that  such  workers  shall  not  be  subject 
to  the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2 
of  the  immigration  Act  of  1917. 

Section  506  authorizes  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  to  utilize  the  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  of  other  Federal  and  State  agencies 
as  may  be  agreed  upon,  to  accept  and 
utilize  voluntary  and  uncompensated 
services,  and  to  cooperate  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  in  negotiating  and  carry¬ 
ing  out  agreements  or  arrangements  re¬ 
lating  to  the  importation  of  agricultural 
workers  from  Mexico. 

Section  507,  as  amended,  defines  the 
agricultural  employment  for  which 
workers  can  be  recruited  as  that  covered 
by  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Stand¬ 
ards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or  section 
1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code, 
as  amended.  Section  507  also  defines 
“employer”  to  include  an  association  or 
group  of  employers. 

In  other  words,  those  two  references 
to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  and  to 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code  provisions, 
make  the  bill  apply  strictly  to  agricul- , 
tural  labor.  As  may  be  recalled,  and  as 
I  shall  indicate  in  a  moment,  efforts  were 
made  to  enlarge  the  definition  to  include 
the  canning  of  agricultural  commodities, 
the  ginning  and  compressing  of  cotton, 
and  other  related  work.  As  I  shall  show 
in  a  few  moments  the  committee  deemed 
it  advisable  to  delete  such  provisions 
from  the  bill. 

Section  508  provides  that  nothing  in 
the  act  shall  be  construed  to  limit  the 


authority  of  the  Attorney  General  to 
permit  the  importation  of  workers  from 
any  other  country  for  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment,  pursuant  to  the  immigration 
laws,  or  to  permit  any  such  alien  who 
entered  the  United  States  legally  to  re¬ 
main  for  employment  on  farms. 

Section  509  provides  that  the  program 
of  importing  foreign  agricultural  work¬ 
ers,  as  authorized  by  the  act,  shall  ter¬ 
minate  December  31,  1952. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Would  it  not  have 
been  better  if  the  committee  had  con¬ 
sidered  the  bill — which  I  know  is  im¬ 
portant — from  the  long-range  stand¬ 
point?  Is  not  this  merely  a  temporary 
makeshift  idea  to  try  to  help  out  during 
one  season? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  not.  The  sole 
purpose  is  to  deal  with  the  Mexican 
problem.  We  have  been  importing  labor 
from  Mexico,  as  the  Senator  knows,  for 
many  years.  Because  of  the  seriousness 
of  the  wetback  problem,  the  Mexican 
Government  has  decided  that  in  the  fu¬ 
ture,  unless  legislation  of  the  character 
we  are  now  proposing  is  enacted,  no  more 
Mexican  labor  will  be  contracted  for 
work  in  this  country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  that  is  the  case,  why 
limit  the  bill  to  such  a  short  period  of 
time? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  be  willing 
to  make  the  time  longer,  but  the  com¬ 
mittee  agreed  to  limit  the  legislation  to 
the  period  indicated. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  is  the  expira¬ 
tion  date? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  December  31  ,1952. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CASE.  What  is  the  reason  for 
the  committee  amendment  in  section 
508,  providing  that  nothing  in  this  act 
shall  be  construed - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  my  next 
point.  I  shall  reach  that  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  CASE.  My  purpose  in  raising  the 
question  is  this:  Apparently  there  is 
some  reason  for  saying  that  nothing  in 
this  act  shall  be  construed  to  limit  the 
authority  of  the  Attorney  General  under 
the  general  immigration  laws.  I  was 
wondering  whether  the  same  logic  would 
also  suggest  that  we  should  say  that  it  is 
not  intended  to  interfere  with  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  Displaced  Persons  Act,  or  to- 
limit  the  authority  of  the  Displaced  Per¬ 
sons  Commission  to  bring  displaced  per¬ 
sons  here  for  agricultural  employment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Personally  I  do  not 
believe  that  such  language  is  necessary, 
but  it  does  no  harm.  There  were  some 
who  thought  that  unless  we  put  lan¬ 
guage  of  that  character  in  the  bill  it 
might  suggest  to  the  Attorney  General  or 
to  some  other  department  of  Government 
that  it  was  not  intended  to  continue  the 
method  now  in  vogue  for  recruiting 
labor  on  a  temporary  basis  from  Canada, 
from  the  Bahamas,  and  from  other  off¬ 
shore  islands  under  the  British  flag. 

Mr.  CASE.  Of  course,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  is  familiar  with  the  fact 
that  the  law  relating  to  the  Displaced 
Persons  Commission  definitely  contem¬ 
plates  the  entry  of  certain  persons  for 


agricultural  employment.  The  same 
logic  which  would  say  that  we  should 
guard  this  bill  against  misinterpretation 
in  relation  to  the  general  immigration 
laws  and  the  authority  of  the  Attorney 
General  would  also  suggest  that  we 
should  say  that  it  is  not  intended  to  in¬ 
terfere  with  the  operation  of  the  Dis¬ 
placed  Persons  Act. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  no  objection 
to  that. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Did  I  correctly  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  to  say 
that  Senate  bill  984  provides  that  the 
employer  shall  pay  the  prevailing  rate 
of  wages  in  the  area  of  employment  to 
laborers  coming  from  Mexico? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  not  specifically 
provided.  However,  as  I  indicated  a 
while  ago  during  the  course  of  my  argu¬ 
ment,  the  contract  is  to  be  made  be¬ 
tween  the  employer  and  the  Mexican 
laborer  himself.  The  contract  is  not 
between  government  and  government 
but  it  is  between  employer  and  employee. 

From  the  evidence  which  I  heard  in 
Mexico  City,  the  Mexican  laborer  who 
comes  into  the  United  States  legally 
usually  sees  to  it  that  he  gets  as  much  as 
anyone  else  obtains  at  the  place  where 
he  works.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  those 
are  among  the  first  questions  asked — 
“What  kind  of  work  have  you?  How 
much  are  you  going  to  pay  me?  How 
much  do  you  pay  others?”  Certainly, 
in  entering  into  contracts  with  employ¬ 
ers,  they  have  insisted  upon  receiving 
at  least  what  the  employers  pay  other 
employees  in  the  particular  locality. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  misunderstood  him.  I  thought  he  had 
stated  that  that  provision  was  actually 
contained  in  the  bill  itself. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  say  to  my 
good  friend  from  New  York  that  I  have 
before  me  a  sample  individual  work  con¬ 
tract.  It  reads  in  part  as  follows: 

4.  Payment  of  wages.  The  employer  shall 
pay  the  worker  the  prevailing  wage  rate  paid 
to  domestic  agricultural  workers  for  similar 
work,  and  in  the  manner  paid  within  the 
area  of  employment,  or  the  rate  specified 
on  the  last  page  of  this  contract,  whichever 
is  the  greater.  Where  higher  wages  are  paid 
for  specialized  tasks,  such  as  the  operation 
of  vehicles  or  machinery,  Mexican  workers 
shall  be  paid  such  wages  while  assigned  to 
such  tasks. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  made  inquiry  of  the 
Senator  a  few  moments  ago  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  this  matter.  At  that  time  I 
asked  him  whether  or  not  that  was  a 
requirement  found  in  the  composite  bill, 
the  discussions  with  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment,  and  the  requirements  of  the 
Mexican  Government. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sorry.  I  may 
have  misunderstood  my  distinguished 
friend’s  question. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  thought  it  was  un¬ 
derstood  ;  and  I  was  in  entire  agreement 
with  the  answer.  Are  those  the  facts? 

?  Tr.  ELLENDER.  Those  are  the  facts. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Those  are  the  three 
operations  to  cover  the  requirement  for 
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payment  of  going  wages  in  the  area 
where  the  Mexican  national  is  to  be 
employed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  The 
contract  requires  that  the  prevailing 
wage  rates  in  the  area  be  the  minimum 
wage  and  in  turn  the  bill  guarantees 
payment  by  the  producer  of  wages  he 
contracted  to  pay. 

Mr.  CORDON.  If  that  sort  of  an 
agreement  is  not  signed,  then  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Government  is  not  agreeable  to  its 
citizens  coming  to  the  United  States  to 
be  employed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  one  of  the 
conditions  to  be  imposed. 

Mr.  President,  while  I  am  on  my  feet 
I  ask  the  indulgence  of  the  Senate  to 
discuss  the  amendments  recommended 
by  the  committee.  It  will  be  noted  that 
in  section  501,  on  page  1,  line  9,  we  struck 
from  the  bill  the  provision  which  deals 
with  other  countries.  The  purpose  of 
that  amendment  is  simply  to  make  the 
bill  applicable  only  to  the  Republic  of 
Mexico.  It  eliminates  all  other  coun¬ 
tries  in  the  Wes’tern  Hemisphere,  as  well 
as  Puerto. Rico  and  Hawaii. 

In  the  same  section,  on  page  2,  lines  5 
and  6,  will  be  found  an  amendment 
which  inserts  the  words  “under  legal  en¬ 
try”  after  the  words  “United  States.” 
That  amendment  provides  that  Mexi¬ 
cans  already  in  the  United  States  can 
be  recruited  under  this  program  only 
if  they  entered  the  country  legally.  This 
amendment  would  prevent  the  utilization 
of  any  wet  backs  in  the  program  and 
would  discourage  such  illegal  immigra¬ 
tion. 

The  third  committee  amendment  is  on 
page  3,  in  section  502,  beginning  in  line 
15.  It  provides  that  the  employer  shall 
reimburse  the  United  States  for  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  by  the  Government  only 
for  transportation  and  subsistence  of 
workers  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20 
per  worker,  instead  of  requiring  reim¬ 
bursement  for  administrative  costs  of 
recruiting  as  well  as  transportation  and 
subsistence  payments.  It  was  the 
thought  of  some  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  we  should  make  certain  that 
the  costs  of  the  regularly  paid  employees 
of  the  Government  should  not  be  in¬ 
cluded  ;  therefore,  this  particular  portion 
of  the  bill  was  amended  so  as  to  make 
provision  for  reimbursement  for  “essen¬ 
tial  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  of 
agency  personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the 
transportation  and  subsistence  of  work¬ 
ers  under  this  title  in  amounts  not  to 
exceed  $20  per  worker.” 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Sparkman  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Utah? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  As  I  understand,  this 
requirement  of  the  employer  applies  only 
to  such  sums  as  have  been  spent  by  the 
United  States,  in  addition  to  the  regu¬ 
lar  expenses  of  the  Labor  Department 
in  connection  with  this  entire  enterprise. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  I 
may  state  to  my  good  friend  from  Utah 
that  in  the  committee  some  members 


wanted  to  reduce  that  sum  from  $20  to 
$10,  but  we  obtained  estimates  from  the 
Department  of  Labor  that  the  cost  of 
this  service  might  be  more  than  $20.  It 
may  be  as  much  as  $35  if  it  is  necessary 
to  transport  them  an  average  of  500 
miles.  But  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  to 
make  the  employer  bear  practically  all 
the  expenses  of  this  operation.  Under 
the  agreements  now  existing,  as  I  have 
heretofore  stated,  the  employer  must  go 
into  Mexico  to  enter  into  his  contract. 
He  has  to  travel  to  Monterrey  or  other 
cities  w'ithin  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  and 
there  contract  for  his  workers  and  trans¬ 
port  them  to  the  place  of  employment. 

The  Mexican  Government' was  violent¬ 
ly  opposed  to  that  procedure  for  this 
reason.  Mexico  is  now  engaged  in  de¬ 
veloping  her  resources  on  an  extensive 
scale.  Her  mines  are  being  worked,  and 
agriculture  is  on  the  boom.  Most  of  the 
labor  that  was  recruited  by  Texas  and 
other  States  came  from  the  northern 
part  of  Mexico.  The  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  is  anxious  that  some  of  the  laborers 
away  from  the  border  be  utilized,  those 
around  Mexico  City,  for  example.  There 
may  be  quite  a  number  of  Mexicans  out 
of  employment  there.  As  I  have  pointed 
out,  the  Mexican  Government  has  gone 
"so  far  as  to  agree  to  establish  recruit¬ 
ment  centers  within  the  Republic  of 
Mexico  and  to  pay  the  cost  of  transport¬ 
ing  laborers  to  those  centers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Recruiting. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Recruitment  cen¬ 
ters,  that  is  correct.  And  the  Mexican 
Government  is  not  only  to  pay  for  the 
cost  of  transportation  to  the  recruiting 
centers,  but  also  is  to  pay  for  the  food 
and  utilities  necessary  to  take  care  of  the 
laborers  until  they  are  examined  by  our 
immigration  o facials,  by  health  officials, 
and  until  it  has  been  decided  that  the 
applicants  are  eligible  under  our  laws 
to  work  in  the  United  States.  Our  Gov¬ 
ernment  agrees  to  furnish  the  transpor¬ 
tation  from  those  centers  to  a  reception 
center  established  on  the  border  in  the 
United  States,  but  it  can  charge-the  em¬ 
ployer  up  to  $20  per  worker  for  that  serv- 
ice. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  again  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  At  what  point  do  the 
Mexican  laborers  enter  into  the  agree¬ 
ment?  In  Mexico,  or  at  the  receiving 
center  in  our  country? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  At  the  reception 
center  in  our  country. 

Mr.  WATKINS^  In  other  words,  no 
contractor  or  employer  will  have  to  go 
into  Mexico  in  the  future  to  make  a  con¬ 
tract? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 
That  was  one  of  the  objections  made  by 
employers  in  the  United  States.  They 
had  to  go  into  Mexico,  and  some  of  them 
had  to  go  quite  far  inland  in  order  to 
obtain  workers.  In  some  cases  the  trip 
was  rather  costly.  They  also  had  a  lit¬ 
tle  difficulty,  as  I  was  informed,  with 
some  of  the  officials  in  obtaining  the 
number  of  workers  they  desired,  and  in 
making  other  necessary  arrangements. 
It  was  the  desire  of  the  employers  of  this 
country  to  try  to  arrange  for  a  method 
by  which  the  contracts  could  be  entered 


into  in  the  United  States.  For  this  rea¬ 
son  we  have  provided  under  the  bill  that 
reception  centers  be  established  in  the 
United  States  near  the  border  where  em¬ 
ployers  will  enter  into  contracts  with 
Mexican  workers. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  If  the  contracts  are 
entered  into  there,  I  take  it  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  assumes  no  further  responsi¬ 
bility,  so  far  as  the  worker  is  concerned, 
in  getting  him  to  the  job  or  seeing  that 
he  actually  remains  on  the  job  when 
he  gets  to  it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct  in 
that  the  Government  does  not  guarantee 
compliance  by  the  worker  with  the  indi¬ 
vidual  work  contract. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Even  though  the 
man  may  work  only  1  day,  the  employer 
will  be  responsible  for  paying  up  to  $20? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Irrespective  of  the 
fact  that  he  works  only  1  day? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  The 
employer  not  only  assumes  the  cost  up 
to  $20  per  capita,  as  imposed  by  the  bill, 
but  all  expenses  from  the  center  in  the 
United  States  to  the  place  of  employ¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  is,  provided  the 
employees  are  taken  at  the  border.  Of 
course,  I  understand  most  of  the  farmers 
in  my  State,  in  Idaho,  Colorado,  and 
other  States  north  of  New  Mexico  and 
Arizona,  and  probably  Texas,  are  very 
much  dissatisfied  with  the  provision 
placing  the  reception  centers  at  the 
border.  They  want  them  located  at 
some  central  place  in  their  own  State. 
They  think  the  provision  is  distinctly 
unfair. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  understand  that. 
The  committee  gave  consideration  to 
that  matter  and  decided  unanimously 
not  to  include  such  a  provision. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  What  were  the  rea¬ 
sons? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  proposal  for 
local  centers  was  made  by  the  senior 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Mag- 
nuson],  who  was  desirous  of  having  a 
center  established  in  Washington.  If 
we  were  to  do  that,  we  would  have  to  es¬ 
tablish  other  centers  in,  let  us  say,  Mem¬ 
phis,  Tenn.,  or  in  Colorado,  Minnesota, 
and  elsewhere  in  the  United  States;  and 
that  would  involve  a  tremendous  cost 
which  would  have  to  be  borne  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Let  me  ask  this  ques¬ 
tion  in  connection  with  that  point, 
please:  Is  there  any  practical  situation 
which  would  require  the  establishment 
of  a  center  at  Memphis,  Tenn.,  and  the 
establishment  of  a  center  in  Minnesota? 
I  understand  that  very  few  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  laborers  will  be  needed  in  States 
other  than  the  States  near  the  Mexican 
border.  I  have  inquired  of  other  Sen¬ 
ators  about  that,  and  I  cannot  find  that 
there  will  be  need  for  Mexican  laborers 
at  other  points  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  Mr.  President; 
the  Senator  from  Utah  is  misinformed 
if  he  believes  that  only  Washington  and 
Oregon  and  Utah  desire  local  centers. 
If  we  establish  a  reception  center  in  the 
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Northwest  we  shall  have  to  do  the  same 
thing  in  respect  to  other  States. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Why  not? 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Yes,  why  noW-in  the 
first  place? 

But  in  the  second  place,  this  Mexican 
labor  will  not  be  made  available  to  Colo¬ 
rado,  Utah,  .Wyoming,  and  other  States 
removed  from  the  border,  because  the 
farmers  in  those  States  simply  cannot 
stand  the  extra  cost.  Therefore,  they 
will  simply  have  to  forget  about  using 
such  labor.  I  have  already  heard  from 
the  farm  bureau  in  my  State  that  the 
farmers  there  cannot  stand  the  added 
expense,  and  thus  such  Mexican  labor 
will  be  of  no  use  to  them. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Representatives  of 
the  Farm  Bureau  appeared  before  the 
committee  and  took  the  position  that 
under  no  circumstances  or  condition  did 
they  want  or  expect  a  subsidy  from  the 
Federal  Government  in  connection  with 
this  matter.  The  representatives  of  the 
Farm  Bureau  were  unanimous  in  that  re¬ 
gard.  I  do  not  know  of  any  farm  organ¬ 
ization,  except  the  Farmers  Union,  as  I 
recall,  which  asked  that  the  Federal 
Government  underwrite  an  expensive 
farm  labor  program. 

I  wish  to  say  to  my  distinguished 
friends  that  the  committee  took  the  posi¬ 
tion  that  the  farmers  should  and,  judg¬ 
ing  from  the  evidence,  they  are  willing 
in  most  instances,  to  pay  these  expenses, 
rather  than  to  place  the  burden  on  the 
Federal  Government. 

According  to  some  of  the  witnesses  at 
the  hearings,  the  Government  should  not 
only  establish  reception  centers  in  var¬ 
ious  parts  of  the  country  but  it  should 
also  provide  for  transportation  of  do¬ 
mestic  as  well  as  foreign  workers.  I  pro¬ 
duced  evidence  to  show  that  during 
World  War  II  the  Government  spent 
mere  than  $30,000,000  a  year  in  order 
to  take  care  of  these  centers. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  But  during  World 
War  II  all  kinds  of  subsidies  were  paid — 
to  almost  everyone.  That  was  done  be¬ 
cause  of  the  tremendous  desire  for  the 
production  of  food. 

Today  there  is  a  similar  desire.  How¬ 
ever,  if  the  cost  of  this  labor  is  made 
prohibitive,  it  will  not  be  used,  and  thus 
food  will  not  be  produced  on  farms  which 
otherwise  would  use  this  labor.  I  can 
assure  the  Senator  of  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  say  that  at  the  present  time  the 
farmers,  in  general,  are  in  good  finan¬ 
cial  condition.  Inasmuch  as  the  great 
majority  of  the  farmers  have  expressed 
a  willingness  to  pay  for  the  transpor¬ 
tation  and  other  costs  of  the  workers 
covered  by  this  bill,  it  is  obvious  that 
they  do  not  want  any  subsidy  in  that 
connection,  and  are  willing  to  have  this 
bill  enacted  in  the  form  in  which  it  has 
Jaeen  reported  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  an  observation? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  happen  to  know, 
for  instance,  that  the  row-crop  farm¬ 
ers,  the'  sugar-beet  farmers,  the  fruit 
growers,  and  other  farmers  in  Utah  and 
in  the  surrounding  States  who  use  large 
numbers  of  Mexican  laborers  are  not 


in  such  a  very  prosperous  condition.  In 
the  first  place,  the  farmers  in  most  of 
those  areas  have  not  had  a  crop  of  fruit 
for  2  years.  Today  their  position  is 
such  that  if  they  were  actually  to  give 
away,  free,  without  cost,  the  fruit  to  the 
buyers,  and  say  to  them,  “Here  is  fruit; 
we  give  it  to  you  and  we  will  pay  for 
the  packaging  of  it”  the  cost  of  the  fruit 
still  would  be  prohibitive  because  of  the 
freight  rates  and  other  costs  involved, 
which  in  the  end  would  make  the  fruit 
too  expensive  for  the  consumers  to  use. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  anything 
that  is  done  to  add  to  the  present  burden 
of  those  farmers,  with  the  result  that 
they  will  be  put  in  a  position  in  which 
they  cannot  compete  with  the  growers 
in  Texas  and  other  States  located  at  or 
near  the  border,  will  certainly  be  to  the 
serious  disadvantage  of  the  farmers  of 
whom  I  am  speaking,  and  will  also  be  to 
the  serious  disadvantage  of  the  United 
States  as  a  whole. 

Certainly  not  all  the  farmers  in  the 
United  States  are  in  good  condition  to¬ 
day;  in  fact,  many  of  them  are  decidedly 
not  in  good  condition. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  said  that  I  was 
speaking  of  farmers  generally. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  In  the  areas  where 
wheat  is  grown  and  where  subsidies  are 
paid  in  that  connection,  the  farmers 
may  be  in  good  condition  today;  but  no 
fruit  farmer  has  received  a  subsidy. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  state  to  my 
friend  that  with  respect  to  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  reception  centers,  Mr.  BaiH 
of  Indianola,  Miss.,  was  one  of  the  wit¬ 
nesses  who  testified.  He  represented  the 
agricultural  labor  users  of  the  United 
States  at  the  hearings.  He  was  opposed 
to  the  establishment  of  centers  other 
than  on.  the  Mexican  border.  Many 
joined  him  in  saying,  “If  you  establish 
recruitment  centers  in  other  areas  of  the 
country,  we  shall  want  some  established 
in  Mississippi,  Tennessee,  Florida,  and 
other  States.”  That  is  the  situation 
with  which  the  committee  was  con¬ 
fronted. 

Of  course,  if  the  distinguished  Senator 
wants  to  subsidize  this  program  by  hav¬ 
ing  the  Federal  Government  pay  all  the 
expenses  involved,  he  will  have  an  op¬ 
portunity,  I  suppose,  to  vote  to  have  that 
done,  because  I  understand  that  some 
amendments  to  that  effect  will  be  offered. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  asking  for  a  lot  of  subsidies;  but  if 
is  desired  to  have  sufficient  amounts  of 
food  produced,  sufficient  labor  will  have 
to  be  made  available  to  the  farmers  on 
a  basis  on  which  they  can  use  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  we  are 
attempting  to  do. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  If  the  cost  of  the 
labor  is  prohibitive,  it  will  be  necessary 
for  us  to  notify  the  farmers  who  in  the 
past  have  been  dependent  on  Mexican 
labor,  “Just  forget  all  about  it;  there 
is  no  use  in  spraying  your  fruit  trees 
or  in  planting  row  crops,”  because  those 
farmers  simply  cannot  bear  any  extra 
expense.  Many  of  them  have  lost 
heavily  on  their  row  crops  in  the  past 
2  years,  anyway. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  point  out  to  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 


tor  from  Utah  that  for  the  past  3  or  4 
years  I  have  heard  no  complaints;  the 
farmers  have  been  paying  all  these  ex¬ 
penses  for  the  transportation  of  Mexican 
laborers  from  their  homes  to  the  places 
of  employment  in  the  United  States. 
Under  present  legislation  the  farmers 
have  had  to  do  that  recruiting  them¬ 
selves,  and  at  their  own  expense. 

In  this  bill  we  provide  that  the  re¬ 
cruitment  will  be  done  by  the  Federal 
Government,  and  the  employer  will  go 
to  the  centers  established  by  the  United 
States,  to  do  the  contracting. 

As  I  have  said,  the  method  provided 
in  the  bill  in  that  connection  is  not  at 
all  different  from  the  method  which  has 
been  employed  in  the  past  in  the  case  of 
those  expenses,  because  in  the  past  the 
farmers  who  have  employed  that  labor 
have  borne  all  the  expenses. 

This  bill  seeks  to  make  certain  that 
the  bulk  of  the  cost  will  be  borne  by  the 
employers  who  need  the  Mexican  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  view  of  what  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  just  said, 
does  not  he  agree  that  the  employers 
who  are  within  5  minutes’  distance  of  the 
Mexican  labor  will  be  the  only  bene¬ 
ficiaries  of  this  measure?  Should  not 
legislation  be  beneficial  to  the  entire 
United  States? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  state  to  my 
good  friend  that  that  has  not  been  the 
case  in  the  past.  . 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  beg  to  differ  with  the 
able  Senator ;  it  has  been  the  case  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  have  evidence 
to  show  that  farmers  came  from  Missis¬ 
sippi  and  Arkansas  and  Tennessee  and 
many  other  States,  into  Mexico,  where 
they  recruited  labor,  bringing  the  labor 
to  their  own  farms,  and  paying  all  the 
expenses  to  and  from  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  is  it  not  true  that 
along  the  Mexican  border,  from  Browns¬ 
ville,  Tex.,  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico, 
through  New  Mexico  and  Arizona,  and 
to  the  Pacific  in  California,  there  will 
be  an  advantage? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  takes  only  about  3 
hours  for  a  worker  to  come  from  Juarez, 
Mexico,  to  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course,  that  is  an 
advantage  created  by  nature.  Those 
people  reside  near  the  Mexican  border. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Should  the  law  be  de¬ 
signed  to  protect  only  those  who  are  pro¬ 
tected  by  nature?  Should  we  not  have  a 
general  law  which  will  protect  all  our 
citizens? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  say  that,  as 
the  Senator  knows,  we  do  not  try  to  do 
that  in  other  legislation.  Certain  States, 
as  the  Senator  knows,  may  possess  ad¬ 
vantages  over  certain  other  States,  yet  all 
their  citizens  live  under  the  same  law. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  .yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  A  few  moments 
ago  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  referred 
to  the  fact  that  during  World  War  II  the 
Federal  Government  aided  farmers  by 
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paying  the  transportation  costs  of  farm 
workers.  Is  it  not  also  true  that  during 
the  years  of  World  War  II  the  Federal 
Government  paid  for  the  transportation 
of  industrial  workers  from  the  east  coast 
and  from  various  other  sections  of  the 
country  to  the  west  coast,  where  they 
were  to  work  in  the  shipyards,  thereby, 
and  to  that  extent,  subsidizing  those  in¬ 
dustries?  And  does  that  not  show  in 
effect  that  agriculture  was  not  receiving 
any  particular  consideration  from  the 
Government,  or  consideration  which  was 
not  likewise  extended  to  other  industries? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect  as  to  that.  As  I  indicated  a  while 
ago,  I  am  in  agreement  with  my  good 
friend  from  New  Mexico  that  it  may  be 
that  this  problem  should  be  studied  fur¬ 
ther.  It  may  be  necessary,  if  conditions 
abroad  do  not  improve,  to  do  again  the 
very  thing  that  was  done  before;  but  I 
beseech  my  good  friends  here  not  to  de¬ 
lay  the  passage  of  the  pending  bill  by 
trying  to  incorporate  in  it  a  program 
which  is  entirely  different  from  the  one 
we  are  now  debating.  I  urge  that  we 
pass  the  bill  with  a  view  to  continuing 
the  cordial  relationship  which  now  exists 
between  our  country  and  the  Republic 
of  Mexico.  If  the  pending  bill  is  not 
passed  it  will  simply  mean  that  the  only 
way  by  which  Mexican  labor  may  come 
into  this  country  will  be  for  the  Mexican 
workers  to  swim  the  Rio  Grande.  That, 
too,  would  be  very  distasteful  to  the 
Mexican  people  and  to  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment.  They  urge  that  a  bill  of  the 
kind  which  is  now  before  the  Senate  be 
enacted.  That  is  why  I  am  pleading  with 
Senators  not  to  offer  amendments  to  the 
bill  which  would  remove  it  from  the  pur¬ 
view  of  the  tentative  agreement  which 
was  made  between  our  Government  and 
the  Republic  of  Mexico.  I  have  endeav¬ 
ored  to  have  the  bill  drafted  with  that 
in  view.  We  worked  quite  a  long  time  in 
order  to  get  the  bill  to  conform  as  nearly 
as  possible  to  the  provisions  of  the  agree¬ 
ment  which  was  reached  in  Mexico  City, 

I  took  it  upon  myself  to  cooperate,  so 
far  as  possible,  with  the  House  commit¬ 
tee  which  will  handle  similar  legislation 
in  the  House.  Representative  Poage, 
from  Texas,  was  in  Mexico  City  when  I 
was  there  and  is  familiar  with  all  that 
transpired  at  the  conferences.  We  dis¬ 
cussed  the  problem  before  I  introduced 
the  pending  bill,  and  before  he  intro¬ 
duced  the  bill  in  the  House,  in  order  that 
the  two  bills  might  be  as  nearly  alike  as 
possible,  with  a  view  to  carrying  out  the 
agreements  which  were  entered  into  in 
Mexico  City. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mi’.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Why  should  we  sup¬ 
port  a  measure  which  is  going  to  be  ab¬ 
solutely  useless  to  our  people?  If  the 
Senator  will  recall,  our  people  bear  the 
extra  expense.  Mind  you,  they  must 
take  care  of  the  $20  a  head  for  each  per¬ 
son  they  get.  Whether  he  works  a  day 
or  not,  they  must  do  that  anyway.  In 
addition,  they  are  required  to  pay  his 
transportation  to  and  from  the  border. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  often  voted  in  the  Senate  for 
bills  which  did  not  affect  his  State  very 


greatly.  I  cite  the  fact  that,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  cotton  is  not  grown  in  Idaho  or  in 
other  Northern  States,  yet  Senators 
from  those  States  join  with  us  in  pro¬ 
viding  legislation  for  the  benefit  of  the 
cotton  farmer. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  At  the  same  time, 
the  Senator  was  voting  to  protect  the 
Idaho  potato  grower. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  Senator  did  not 
overlook  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  cannot  possibly 
have  a  legislative  pattern  here  which  will 
meet  the  requirements  of  all  the  States. 
As  a  good  lawyer,  the  Senator  under¬ 
stands  that.  What  we  are  trying  to  do, 
I  repeat,  is  to  enact  legislation  which 
will  conform  as  nearly  as  possible  to  the 
agreement  reached  between  Mexico  and 
our  Government. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  whether  the  Senator  will  yield 
for  a  question  along  this  very  line. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CPIAVEZ.  I  think  all  Senators 
will  agree  that  it  is  very  laudable  to  try 
to  observe  our  agreements  with  a  foreign 
country,  but  in  carrying  out  the  agree¬ 
ment  with  Mexico,  for  example,  and  in 
trying  to  comply  with  it,  does  not  the 
Senator  agree  with  me  that  it  seems  to 
be  consistent,  at  the  same  time,  not 'to 
do  anything  which  would  be  detrimental 
to  our  own  citizens,  whether  they  be 
laborers  or  whether  they  be  farmers? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  unable  to  agree 
w?th  the  Senator  that  we  are  doing 
anything  detrimental  to  our  own  citi¬ 
zens.  I,  for  one,  would  not  stand  for  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  agrees 
with  me,  does  he  not,  that  the  benefits 
in  this  instance  will  accrue  to  those  along 
the  Mexican  border,  and  will  not  accrue 
to  the  citizens  of  Idaho,  for  example? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  I  thought  the 
Senator  had  in  mind  our  domestic  work¬ 
ers,  not  the  employers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  refer  to  both  the 
workers  and  the  employers.  They  are 
all  citizens.  In  this  instance,  so  far  as 
benefits  which  are  to  be  derived  by  the 
employers  are  concerned,  those  benefits 
will  accrue  principally  to  employers 
along  the  Mexican  border,  will  they  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  has  not  been 
the  case,  as  I  pointed  out.  The  evidence 
is  contrary  to  that  statement.  There 
were  any  number  of  farmers  from  Idaho, 
Minnesota,  and  Oregon,  for  example, 
who  were  employing  Mexican  labor,  and 
who,  under  the  agreement  which  is  now 
in  existence,  paid  all  transportation  and 
other  incidental  expenses. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  They  did  not  have  to 
pay  the  Government  in  addition  to  that, 
did  they? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  beg  the  Senator’s 
pardon. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  They  did  not  have 
to  pay  the  Government  $20  a  head  in 
addition  to  that,  did  they? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  but  they  had  to 
go  into  Mexico  to  get  their  labor.  The 
contemplation  is  that  the  workers  will 
be  brought  to  the  border,  and  the  $20 
charge  is  to  offset  the  average  cost  to 
the  Government  of  transporting  the 
Mexican  laborers  to  the  border  and 
return. 


Mr.  WATKINS.  I  may  point  out  to  the 
Senator  that  part  of  what  he  has  said 
may  actually  be  true  in  certain  of  the 
sugar-beet  growing  sections,  because  the 
sugar  companies,  in  order  to  obtain  the 
contracts  with  workers,  have  had  to  as¬ 
sume  a  great  deal  of  that  cost.  They 
have  made  the  contracts  in  Mexico,  and 
they  have  brought  the  laborers  into  the 
United  States,  where  they  have  permit¬ 
ted  the  farmers  to  use  them  on  the  farms. 
They  were  later  used  at  the  factories, 
when  the  runs  were  on,  after  most  of 
the  beets  had  been  harvested. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  true. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That,  of  course,  is  not 
directly  an  expense  to  the  farmer.  We 
have  many  other  farmers,  in  addition 
to  the  sugar-beet  farmers,  who  employ 
this  labor.  It  is  for  those  people  that 
I  am  speaking.  For  instance,  in  my 
State  there  are  large  numbers  of  celery 
growers,  who  employ  a  large  amount  of 
the  kind  of  help  affected  by  the  bill. 
Also  there  are  the  fruit  growers  and 
some  of  the  potato  growers,  and  any 
number  of  small-farm  operators  who 
use  this  help  and  are  absolutely  re¬ 
quired  to  have  it.  I  thought  the  legis¬ 
lation  was  designed  to  help  them,  as  well 
as  to  help  the  people  in  Texas,  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  Arizona,  and  California.  I  thought 
it  was  going  to  help  them  all,  but  if  it 
is  going  to  make  it  impossible  for  us  to 
use  that  help,  it  would  put  us  at  a  com¬ 
petitive  disadvantage.  Shipping  those 
people  into  the  United  States,  and  keep¬ 
ing  them  going  from  place  to  place,  runs 
into  a  great  deal  of  money.  As  I  pointed 
out,  many  times  they  stay  but  a  day  or 
two,  and  then  they  get  other  jobs;  and 
they  continue  that  practice.  If  it  is  not 
going  to  do  any  good,  I  do  not  think  i 
shall  vote  for  what  is  said  to  be  a  general 
bill  to  help  people  of  that  type;  and  if 
it  only  helps  two  or  three  States,  I  cer¬ 
tainly  am  not  going  to  vote  for  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  dislike  to  disagree 
with  my  good  friend.  The  Record  shows 
that  last  year  there  were  67,421  Mexican 
laborers  under  contract.  In  Arizona 
there  were  some  18,000;  in  Arkansas, 
there  were  5,927;  in  California,  7,889;  in 
Colorado,  812;  in  Idaho,  187;  in  Missis¬ 
sippi,  1,844;  in  New  Mexico,  12,918;  in 
Texas,  29,105. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Does  the  Senator 
have  the  figures  for  Utah? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  None  were  con¬ 
tracted  for  employment  in  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Last  year? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  There  was  no  fruit 
crop,  for  one  reason.  It  was  frozen  out. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  possibly  the 
reason. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  situation  which 
we  are  now  facing  in  Utah  is  different 
from  the  situation  which  existed  a  year 
ago.  There  were  some  of  our  farm  boys 
left  on  the  farm,  but  now  they  are  being 
taken  into  the  service.  Many  boys  have 
been  taken  from  the  farms,  and  there 
is  a  desperate  situation.  We  shall  prob¬ 
ably  have  to  call  on  foreign  labor  this 
year  to  take  care  of  the  fruit  crop,  the 
sugar-beet  crop,  and  other  Crops  which 
are  coming  along.  For  that  reason,  I  am 
making  a  plea  to  the  Senate  to  make 
this  bill  workable  so  that  we  can  get  a 
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sufficient  supply  of  labor  to  assure  ade¬ 
quate  provision  of  food  for  the  country. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  Senator  is 
willing  to  undertake  at  this  time  to 
estalish  a  subsidy  program,  that  is  for 
him  to  decide.  But  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  discussed  the 
question  at  several  meetings - 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Why  not  fix  the 
amount  the  Government  is  to  pay,  and 
then  let  Texas  and  all  the  rest  of  the 
States  involved  help  take  care  of  the 
cost? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  the  commit¬ 
tee  tried  to  do  was  to  let  the  burden  be 
carried  by  the  farmers  and  not  by  the 
Federal  Government.  That  is  how  it 
has  been  done  in  the  past. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Let  me  point  out  how 
these  matters  are  handled  in  irrigation 
States.  In  Utah  there  is  a  canal  25  miles 
in  length.  Obviously,  the  man  at  the 
head  of  the  canal  takes  his  water  out  and 
has  very  little  expense.  If  he  were  re¬ 
quired  to  pay  only  the  expense  of  getting 
the  water  to  him,  it  would  be  a  very  easy 
situation.  What  we  do  is  to  require 
every  man  to  pay  his  share  of  the  bill. 
All  pay  on  substantially  the  same  basis. 
The  man  who  is  25  miles  away  pays  the 
same  assessment  as  does  the  man  at  the 
head  of  the  canal.  If  the  canal  is  too 
long,  it  is  possibly  cut  into  two  divisions, 
but  the  man  at  the  upper  end  knows  he 
must  help  carry  the  whole  burden,  so 
they  will  all  be  on  the  same  competitive 
basis.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  a  fair  prin¬ 
ciple.  We  are  used  to  that  in  the  far 
West. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  imagine  that  if 
the  principle  advocated  by  my  distin¬ 
guished  friend  were  carried  out,  we 
would  hear  a  lot  of  squawking  from  the 
farmers.  Some  of  this  labor  comes  from 
Puerto  Rico  and  the  Bahamas. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  does  not  apply 
to  this  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  if  we  are  to  be 
fair,  we  must  take  care  of  the  States  on 
the  Atlantic  coast  which  now  contract 
for  labor  from  Puerto  Rico,  the  Bahamas, 
Jamaica,  and  Canada. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  The  cost  of  water 
transportation,  and  similar  costs,  would 
about  even  up  the  expenses. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Today  employers 
who  need  workers  in  Florida,  in  New 
Jersey,  or,  in  fact,  in  any  of  the  Atlantic 
"States,  deal  directly  with  workers  from 
the  Bahamas,  Jamaica,  and  Puerto  Rico. 
At  present  they  pay  for  part  of  the  cost 
of  recruitment  and  the  expense  of  trans¬ 
portation  and  the  worker  pays  the  re¬ 
maining  part. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Is  that  for  seasonal 
work,  such  as  farm  operation? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  What  the  em¬ 
ployers  do  in  States  such  as  Florida  or 
any  other  of  the  Atlantic  Coast  States  is 
to  go  to  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  obtain  a  certificate  showing 
that  labor  is  not  available  to  carry  on 
the  necessary  farm  work.  With  that 
certification  they  go  to  foreign  govern¬ 
ments  and  a  contract  is  entered  into  be¬ 
tween  the  employers  in  this  country  and 
workers  in  the  Bahamas  or  in  Jamaica, 
for  illustration.  Bonds  are  posted  by 
the  employer,  and  the  worker  then  comes 
to  this  country  for  seasonal  employment. 


Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yfeld. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  think  th* 
Record  should  show  that  farmers  on  the 
eastern  seaboard  who  have  been  accus¬ 
tomed  to  using  labor  from  the  islands 
offshore  do  not  ask  to  be  included  in  this 
bill.  They  are  perfectly  satisfied  with 
the  arrangement  which  they  have,  and 
they  do  not  want  any  Government 
supervision.  They  make  their  own  ar¬ 
rangements  and  are  happy  with  them. 
They  said  they  were  not  concerned  about 
being  included  in  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 
But  I  am  sure  the  Senator  is. a  ware  that 
if  we  should  decide  to  subsidize  the 
transportation  of  Mexican  labor  or  do¬ 
mestic  labor,  we  would  be  asked  to  subsi¬ 
dize  the  transportation  of  labor  from  the 
islands  to  this  country.  If  we  ever  start 
that,  there  is  no  telling  where  it  will  end. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  What  was  done  in 
that  regard  during  World  War  II? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  was  an  ex¬ 
tensive  subsidization  program  at  that 
time.  If  the  Senate  is  desirous  of  enter¬ 
ing  into  a  subsidization  program,  it  is 
for  the  Senate  to  decide. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  What  did  the  em¬ 
ployers  on  the  Atlantic  seaboard  do? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  got  the  neces¬ 
sary  help.  The  Senator  from  Iowa  has 
suggested  that  they  are  desirous  of  being 
excluded  from  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
because  of  the  friendly  relationship  they 
have  with  the  governments  of  Jamaica, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Bahamas.  They 
do  not  want  the  situation  disturbed,  and 
they  ask  to  be  excluded  from  the  bill,  as 
the  Senator  just  stated.  But  I  am  say¬ 
ing  that  if  the  Senate  should  decide  to 
subsidize  the  transportation  of  Mexican 
and  domestic  labor,  they  will  want  to 
come  under  the  terms  of  the  bill.  And 
if  the  employers  will  not  want  it,  you 
can  be  sure  the  representatives  of  the 
workers  will  demand  inclusion. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  In  most  of  the  Moun¬ 
tain  States  we  would  not  be  asking  for 
any  help  if  the  Government  would  let 
us  alone.  There  has  got  to  be  some 
equalization  somewhere  in  order  to  live. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  it  were  not  for 
the  emergency - 

Mr.  WATKINS.  And  that  emergency 
is  almost  perpetual. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  it  were  not  for 
the  emergency,  we  would  not  have  to 
deal  with  this  bill  at  this  time.  As  I 
have  stated,  the  Mexican  Government 
will  terminate  the  present  agreement 
June  30  and  it  is  imperative  that  some 
program  of  importing  agricultural  work¬ 
ers  from  Mexico  be  continued  in  order 
to  supply  necessary  farm  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  says  that 
if  Mexican  labor  were  subsidized,  pos¬ 
sibly  labor  from  Jamaica  would  ask  for 
the  same  thing.  I  do  not  consider  Puerto 
Rican  labor  in  the  same  situation  with 
Mexican  or  Jamaican  labor.  The  way  to 
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correct  the  situation,  so  as  not  to  sub¬ 
sidize,  is  to  utilize  all  our  American  labor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  pending  bill 
provides  that  we  shall  have  to  use  Amer¬ 
ican  labor  before  we  can  import  Mexican 
labor.  I  hope  the  bill,  if  it  is  enacted, 
will  be  administered  to  that  end. 

Mr.  President,  the  fourth  amendment 
section  502,  page  4,  beginning  on  line  2, 
provides  that  in  the  case  of  a  worker 
leaving  his  place  of  employment  before 
termination  of  the  contract  period,  the 
employer  would  pay  an  amount  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  be 
equivalent  to  the  normal  cost  of  return¬ 
ing  other  workers  from  the  place  of  em¬ 
ployment  to  the  reception  center  only  if 
the  worker  were  apprehended  within 
the  United  States.  The  bill  as  intro¬ 
duced  would  have  required  such  reim¬ 
bursement  regardless  of  whether  the 
worker  was  apprehended  or  not.  In  ad¬ 
dition,  the  language  has  been  clarified 
to  avoid  the  interpretation  that  the  em¬ 
ployer  would  have  to  pay  the  costs  of  ap¬ 
prehension. 

The  committee  received  testimony  to 
the  effect  that  under  the  present  pro¬ 
gram,  some  of  the  bonds  executed  by 
employers  have  been  forfeited  notwith¬ 
standing  the  fact  that  the  Mexican 
laborers  involved  had  returned  volun¬ 
tarily  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

The  fifth  amendment,  dealing  with 
section  504,  at  page  4,  beginning  on  line 
23,  provides  that  Mexicans  already  in 
the  United  States  and  eligible  for  re¬ 
cruitment  can  be  recontracted  under 
the  program  pursuant  to  arrangements 
between  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  it  is  under¬ 
stood  that  the  word  “legal”  is  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  “Under  legal  entry.” 
That  is  correct.  Two  amendments  to 
that  effect  are  pending.  One  was  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey].  The  other 
amendment  was  submitted  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson] .  Personally  I  do  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  is  necessary  to  amend  the 
bill  in  that  respect,  for  the  reason  that 
in  order  for  such  Mexicans  to  remain  in 
the  country  it  would  be  necessary  to 
obtain  the  consent  of  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment.  I  am  positive  that  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Mexican  labor  which  came  into 
the  country  illegally,  the  consent  of  the 
Mexican  Government  could  not  be  ob¬ 
tained.  However,  I  am  willing  to  accept 
an  amendment  to  make  it  certain  that 
only  those  who  entered  legally  can  be 
recontracted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  think  that  in  order  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  bill  and 
in  order  to  protect  a  man  who  enters 
legally  and  is  recruited  for  work,  a  pro¬ 
vision  should  be  written  into  the  bill 
which  would  compel  the  Immigration 
Bureau  to  deport  the  persons  who  were 
in  the  country  illegally,  because  they 
would  be  competing  against  those  who 
were  in  the  country  legally? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  records  show 
that  during  last  year  possibly  more  than 
a  million  Mexicans  entered  the  United 
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States  illegally.  More  than  500,000  of 
them  were  returned  to  Mexico  by  the 
Immigration  Service. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  leaves  500,000  to 
compete  with  the  ones  who  had  come  in 
legally. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  we  are  trying 
to  do  is  to  provide  that  an  employer  may 
not  employ  any  Mexican  laborer  who  did 
not  enter  the  country  legally.  If  there 
is  any  other  language  which  the  Sena¬ 
tor  can  suggest  in  order  to  make  the  pro¬ 
vision  stronger,  I  would  cheerfully  con¬ 
sider  it.  As  I  pointed  out  a  little  while 
ago,  the  bill  provides  that  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  shall  “recruit  such  workers — 
including  any  such  workers  temporarily 
in  the  United  States  under  legal  entry.” 

The  amendment  which  I  have  been 
discussing  would  be  at  page  4  in  section 
504.  The  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson]  has  suggested  that  the 
word  “already”  be  stricken  and  the  word 
“legally”  be  inserted.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  has  suggest¬ 
ed  that  the  language  be  “by  virtue  of 
legal  entry.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  prefer  the  lan¬ 
guage  suggested  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  to  that  suggested  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico.  I  think  it  would 
make  it  plainer,  and  it  would  be  more 
in  accord  with  the  language  which  we 
have  included  in  section  501  on  page  2. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  We  discussed  the 
subject,  and  we  both  have  the  same  ob¬ 
jective.  My  amendment  is  basically  a 
refining  amendment,  and  its  purpose  is 
to  tighten  up  the  language. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  I  think  I 
convinced  an  official  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  that  such  language  would  be 
superfluous,  because  as  to  Mexican  em¬ 
ployees  it  would  be  necessary  to  obtain 
the  consent  of  the  Mexican  Government. 
Certainly  the  Mexican  Government 
would  not  consent  to  the  employment  of 
Mexicans  who  had  entered  the  United 
States  illegally.  That  is  the  very  thing 
that  the  Mexican  Government  is  fight¬ 
ing;  they  are  fighting  against  the  wet¬ 
back  problem.  That  is  why  they  are 
insistent  on  making  it  positive  and  cer¬ 
tain  that  under  no  conditions  shall  em¬ 
ployers  be  permitted  to  hire  Mexicans 
who  entered  the  United  States  illegally. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  know  what  the 
Senator’s  objectives  are.  It  was  my 
purpose,  in  offering  the  amendment,  to 
tighten  up  the  provisions  and  to  tie  down 
the  language  so  that  there  could  be  no 
doubt  about  it  in  anyone’s  mind. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly,  I  shall 
not  object  to  that  being  done.  I  want 
to  carry  out  the  intention  of  the  bill  as 
I  understand  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  the  Senator,  between  now  and  to¬ 
morrow,  will  look  over  one  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  I  have  submitted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  I  have  all  of 
the  Senator’s  amendments. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  one  that  refers  to 
this  particular  section  is  lettered  “I.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  them  all, 
and  I  shall  look  them  over  tonight. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  deals  with  the  subject. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  know  I  shall  have 
some  time  this  evening  to  look  them  all 
over. 

The  sixth  amendment,  being  to  section 
507,  page  6,  beginning  at  line  17,  strikes 
out - 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  May  I  inquire  how 
much  longer  the  Senator  will  take? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Four  minutes.  I 
should  like  to  complete  my  statement. 
I  assure  the  Senator  that  if  I  am  not 
interrupted  any  more,  although  I  do  not 
mind  being  interrupted,  I  shall  be  able 
to  conclude  in  4  minutes. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  if 
hoping  will  help  the  Senator,  I  hope  he 
will  not  be  disturbed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  sixth  amend¬ 
ment  strikes  out  the  addition  of  horticul¬ 
tural  employment,  cotton  ginning  and 
compressing,  crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and 
the  packing,  canning,  freezing,  drying, 
or  other  processing  of  perishable  or  sea¬ 
sonal  agricultural  products  in  the  defi¬ 
nition  of  agricultural  employment.  The 
amendment  restricts  the  use  of  Mexican 
laborers  to  the  work  defined  as  agri¬ 
cultural  employment  in  the  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  and  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  that  there  may  be  printed 
in  the  Record  definitions  of  “agricultural 
employment,”  as  contained  in  the  two 
references. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  defini¬ 
tion  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act: 

“  ‘Agriculture’  includes  farming  in  all  its 
branches  and,  among  other  things,  includes 
the  cultivation  and  tillage  of  the  soil;  dairy¬ 
ing;  the  production,  cultivation,  growing, 
and  harvesting  of  any  agricultural  or  horti¬ 
cultural  commodities  defined  as  agricultural 
commodities  in  section  114j  (g)  of  title  12y; 
the  raising  of  livestock,  bees,  fur-bearing 
animals,  or  poultry;  and  any  practices  (in¬ 
cluding  any  forestry  or  lumbering  opera¬ 
tions)  performed  by  a  farmer  or  on  a  farm 
as  an  incident  to  or  in  conjunction  with 
such  farming  operations,  including  prepa¬ 
ration  for  market,  delivery  to  storage,  or  to 
market  or  to  carriers  for  transportation  to 
market.” 

Section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code: 

‘‘The  term  ‘agricultural  labor’  includes  all 
services  performed — 

(1)  On  a  farm,  in  the  employ  of  any  per¬ 
son,  in  connection  with  cultivating  the  soil, 
or  in  connection  w-ith  raising  or  harvesting 
any  agricultural  or  horticultural  commod¬ 
ity,  including  the  raising,  shearing,  feeding, 
caring  for,  training,  and  management  of 
livestock,  bees,  poultry,  and  fur-bearing  an¬ 
imals  and  wildlife. 

(2)  In  the  employ  of  the  owner  or  tenant 
or  other  operator  of  a  farm,  in  connection 
with  the  operation,  management,  conserva¬ 
tion,  improvement,  or  maintenance  of  such 
farm  and  its  tools  and  equipment,  or  in 
salvaging  timber  or  clearing  land  of  brush 
and  other  debris  left  by  a  hurricane  if  the 
major  part  of  such  service  is  performed  on 
a  farm. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  a  short  question  of  the  Senator? 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  generally  refers  to 
field  labor? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 
The  committee  has  deleted  from  the  bill 
the  language  to  which  I  have  referred, 
namely,  with  respect  to  packing,  can¬ 
ning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other  process¬ 
ing. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Any  processing? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

The  seventh  amendment,  dealing  with 
section  507,  page  6,  beginning  on  line  21, 
provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
shall  enter  into  an  agreement  with  an 
association  or  group  of  employers  only 
if  those  of  its  members  for  whom  workers 
are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in  the 
event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the 
obligations  of  the  association  or  group, 
or  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
individual  liability  is  not  necessary  to 
assure  performance  of  the  obligations  of 
the  association  or  group. 

The  final  amendment,  which  is  section 
508,  on  page  7,  beginning  on  line  5,  as 
recommended  by  the  committee,  is  a 
new  section  providing  that  the  act  shall 
not  be  construed  as  limiting  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Attorney  General  to  per¬ 
mit  the  importation  of  workers  from 
other  foreign  countries  for  agricultural 
employment,  pursuant  to  the  general 
immigration  laws,  or  to  permit  any  such 
alien  who  entered  the  United  States  le¬ 
gally  to  remain  for  employment  on 
farms. 

In  conclusion,  I  should  like  to  discuss 
two  aspect's  of  the  farm-labor  situation 
in  the  United  States.  It  is  likely  that 
shortages  will  occur  in  the  supply  of 
farm  labor  in  various  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
try  this  year.  It  would  seem  to  me  that 
how  critical  the  shortages  will  be  de¬ 
pends  on  a  number  of  imponderables 
and  it  is  impossible  to  determine  now 
just  how  many  more  workers  will  be 
needed.  This  bill  was  not  designed  to 
provide  a  farm-labor  program  to  meet 
widespread  emergencies  throughout  the 
country.  Your  committee  believes  that 
legislation  on  that  subject  should  be 
considered  separately  and  would  require 
further  study  with  respect  to  the  extent 
to  which  such  a  program  would  be  sub¬ 
sidized  by  the  Federal  Government.  At 
the  same  time  this  bill  does  provide 
sources  of  farm  labor  to  meet  critical 
shortages  in  those  areas  which  have 
heretofore  utilized  workers  imported 
from  Mexico.  By  continuing  and 
strengthening  the  program  of  importing 
workers  from  Mexico  this  bill  will  un¬ 
doubtedly  help  in  the  production  of  es¬ 
sential  food  and  fiber  in  those  areas. 

The  problem  most  often  discussed  in 
relation  to  the  farm-labor  situation,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  Southwest,  is  the  wet¬ 
back  problem.  I  think  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  bill  has  been  amended  to  pro¬ 
hibit  the  utilization  of  any  worker  who 
has  entered  this  country  from  Mexico 
illegally.  Under  the  existing  agreement 
wetbacks  could  be  recruited  for  work  in 
the  United  States  and  undoubtedly  that 
provision  encouraged  further  illegal  im¬ 
migration.  While  the  bill  does  not  at¬ 
tempt  to  solve  the  problem  by  imposing 
additional  penalties  on  employers  of 
wetbacks,  it  does  provide  a  program 


1951  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  4539 


whereby  agricultural  producers  can  ob¬ 
tain  workers  legally.  If  the  bill  is  not 
enacted  the  present  international  agree¬ 
ment  will  be  terminated  and  the  exten¬ 
sive  program  of  importing  farm  work¬ 
ers  fi’om  Mexico  will  end  June  30.  I 
firmly  believe  it  in  the  interest  of  the 
country  that  the  program  agreed  upon 
by  the  Mexican  and  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernments  and  as  authorized  by  this  leg¬ 
islation  should  be  established.  There¬ 
fore,  Mr.  President,  I  urge  favorable  ac¬ 
tion  on  S.  884,  as  amended. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  state  that  in 
order  to  further  assist  in  connection 
with  the  wetback  problem,  and  in  con¬ 
formity  with  the  promise  which  I  made 
to  many  members  of  the  Mexican  dele¬ 
gation  that  I  would  sponsor  a  bill  to 
make  it  a  punishable  offense  for  an 
American  employer  knowingly  to  employ 
an  alien  illegally  in  this  country,  such  a 
bill  was  prepared  and  introduced  by  me 
today. 

Mr.  .CHAVEZ,  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  a  question. 
What  objection  would  there  be  to  offer¬ 
ing  the  bill  which  the  Senator  has  intro¬ 
duced  today  as  an  amendment  to  the 
pending  bill,  to  take  care  of  the  wet¬ 
back  problem? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  reason  why  I 
do  not  believe  we  ought  to  consider  such 
a  course  is  that  there  is  such  a  provision 
in  a  bill  which,  was  introduced  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
McCarran],  and  that  problem  is  now 
being  considered  by  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee. 

I  do  not  wish  to  load  down  the  bill 
with  subject  matter  which  may  be  more 
or  less  foreign  to  what  we  are  trying  to 
do  at  the  moment  and  which  does  not 
come  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Agri¬ 
culture  Committee.  I  assure  my  good 
friend  from  New  Mexico  that  I  shall  take 
the  matter  up  at  the  first  opportunity 
with  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary  and  ask  him  to  consider 
the  bill  which  I  have  introduced,  sepa¬ 
rate  and  apart  from  the  omnibus  bill. 
I  am  very  hopeful  that  we  shall  have 
early  action  on  that  bill,  and  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  that  the  Senator  will  agree  with  my 
views,  as  expressed  in  that  bill,  which 
conforms  with  the  view  of  many  of  our 
friends  in  Mexico,  that  the  way  to  deal 
with  the  wetback  problem  is  to  impose 
certain  restrictions  on  the  employment 
by  corporations  or  individual  employers 
in  this  country  of  aliens  illegally  in  the 
country,  when  they  hire  men  whom  they 
know  to  be  illegally  in  the  country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  acquainted  with 
the  situation  from  the  standpoint  of 
first-hand  knowledge.  Statements  have 
been  made  in  my  presence  by  persons 
who  are  so  ruthless  that  they  would  pre¬ 
fer  to  employ  a  wetback  rather  than  a 
man  entering  the  country  legally,  and 
coming  under  the  provisions  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  bill.  Knowing  that  class  of 
people,  I  believe  that  a  portion  of  the  hill 
which  the  Senator  introduced  today 
should  be  inserted  in  the  pending  bill. 
I  shall  look  it  over,  and  if  it  is  proper,  I 


shall  try  to  work  it  out  so  as  to  offer  it 
as  an  amendment. 

CONSIDERATION  OF  EXECUTIVE  '  ' 

NOMINATIONS 

Mr.  McPARLAND.  Mr.  President,  as 
in  executive  session,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  Senate  consider  the 
nominations  on  the  Executive  Calendar. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Sparkman  in  the  chair).  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  clerk  will  state  the  nominations 
on  the  Executive  Calendar. 

POSTMASTERS— NOMINATION  PASSED 
OVER 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  the  nomination 
of  Arthur  L.  Jennings  to  be  postmaster 
at  Texarkana,  Ark.-Tex. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Ml’.  President,  I 
ask  that  this  nomination  be  passed  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  nomination  of  Arthur  L. 
Jennings,  to  be  postmaster  at  Texarkana, 
Ark.-Tex.,  will  be  passed  over. 
POSTMASTER  NOMINATIONS  CONFIRMED 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr,  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  remain¬ 
ing  postmaster  nominations  on  the  Ex¬ 
ecutive  Calendar  be  confirmed  en  bloc, 
and  that  the  President  be  notified. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  remaining  postmaster 
nominations  are  confirmed  en  bloc;  and, 
without  objection,  the  President  will  be 
immediately  notified. 

That  concludes  the  Executive  Cal¬ 
endar. 

EXECUTIVE  MESSAGES  REFERRED 

As  in  executive  session, 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Humphrey  in  the  Chair)  laid  before  the 
Senate  messages  from  the  President  of 
the  United  States  submitting  sundry’ 
nominations,  which  were  referred  to  the 
appropriate  committees. 

(For  nominations  this  day  received, 
see  the  end  of  Senate  proceedings.) 
GENEVA  CONVENTIONS  FOR  THE  PRO¬ 
TECTION  OF  CERTAIN  WAR  VICTIMS — ■, 

REMOVAL  OF  INJUNCTIONS  OF  SECRECY 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  As  in  ex¬ 
ecutive  session,  the  Chair  lays  before  the 
Senate  Executive  D,  Eighty-second  Con¬ 
gress,  first  session,  a  Geneva  Convention 
for  the  Amelioration  of  the  Condition  of 
the  Wounded  and  Sick  in  Armed  Forces 
in  the  Field;  Executive  E,  Eighty -sec¬ 
ond  Congress,  first  session,  a  Geneva 
Convention  for  the  Amelioration  of  the 
Condition  of  Wounded,  Sick,  and  Ship¬ 
wrecked  Members  of  Armed  Forces  at 
Sea;  Executive  F.  Eighty-second  Con¬ 
gress,  first  session,  a  Geneva  Convention 
Relative  to  the  Treatment  of  Prisoners 
of  War,  and  Executive  G,  Eighty-second 
Congress,  first  session,  a  Geneva  Conven¬ 
tion  Relating  to  the  Protection  of  Civil¬ 
ian  Persons  in  Time  of  War,  which  were 
open  for  signature  from  August  12,  1949, 
until  February  12,  1950,  and  during  that 
period  .were  signed  on  behalf  of  the 
United-  States  of  America  and  a  number 
of  other  States.  Without  objection,  the 
injunctions  of  secrecy  will  be  removed 
from  the  conventions,  and  the  conven¬ 
tions,  together  with  the  President’s  mes¬ 
sage,  will  be  referred  to  the  Committee 


on  Foreign  Relations,  and  the  message' 
from  the  President  will  be  printed  in  the 
Record.  The  Chair  hears  no  objection. 

The  President’s  message  is  as  follows: 

To  the  Senate  of  the  United  States : 

With  a  view  to  receiving  the  advice  and 
consent  of  the  Senate  to  ratification,  I 
transmit  herewith  a  certified  .copy  of 
each  of  the  following  conventions: 

(1)  Geneva  Convention  for  the 
Amelioration  of  the  Condition  of  the 
Wounded  and  Sick  in  Armed  Forces  in 
the  Field, 

(2)  Geneva  Convention  for  the 
Amelioration  of  the  Condition  of  Wound¬ 
ed,  Sick,  and  Shipwrecked  Members  of 
Armed  Forces  at  Sea,  / 

(3)  Geneva  Convention  relative  to  the 
Treatment  of  Prisoners  of  War, 

(4)  Geneva  Convention  relative  to  the 
Protection  of  Civilian  Persons  in  Time 
of  War,  which  were  open  for  signature 
from  August  12,  1949,  until  February  12, 
1950,  and  during  that  period  were  signed 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  of 
American  and  a  number  of  other  states. 

I  also  transmit,  for  the  information  of 
the  Senate,  the  report  made  to  me  by 
the  Secretary  of  State  with  respect  to 
this  matter. 

In  the  event  that  the  Senate  advises 
and  consents  to  the  ratification  of  the 
Geneva  Convention  relative  to  the  Pro¬ 
tection  of  Civilian  Persons  in  Time  of 
War,  it  is  requested  that  the  Senate  do 
so  subject  to  the  reservation  made  by  the 
plenipotentiary  of  the  United  States  in 
signing  the  convention,  namely: 

The  United  States  reserves  the  right  to 
impose  the  death  penalty  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  article  68,  paragraph  2, 
without  regard  to  whether  the  offenses  re¬ 
ferred  to  therein  are  punishable  by  death 
under  the  law  of  the  occupied  territory  at 
the  time  the  occupation  begins. 

Harry  S.  Truman. 

The  White  House,  April  26,  1951. 

(Enclosures:  (1)  Report  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State,  with  accompanying  com¬ 
mentaries;  (2)  certified  copies  of  Geneva 
Conventions  of  August  12,  1949,  for  the 
Protection  of  War  Victims.) 

RECESS 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the-Senate  stand  in  recess  un¬ 
til  12  o’clock  noon  tomorrow. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  6 
o’clock  and  16  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  tomorrow,  Friday, 
April  27,  1951,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 
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Executive  nominations  received  by  the 
Senate  April  26  (legislative  day  of  April 
17),  1951:  \ 

In  the  Coast  Guard 

The  following-named  persons  to  be  lieu¬ 
tenants  in  the  United  States  Goast  Guard: 
James  N.  Jensen  Robert  B.'  Black 

Joseph  N.  Gonyeau  William  GJ  Roden 
Walter  C.  Schafran  Sidney  F.  Hansen 
The  following-named  persons  to  be  lieu¬ 
tenants  (junior  grade)  in  the  United  States 
Coast  Guard: 

Robert  L.  Smith  Frederick  W.  Fol^r 

Walter  Folger  John  V.  Caffrey 

Frederick  O.  Wooley  Hollis  M.  Walker,  J R. 
Thomas  Osman,  Jr.  Henry  E.  Engelbrecht 
Lyle  W.  Lemos 
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In  the  Air  Force 

The  following-named  officers  for  promo¬ 
tion  in  the  United  States  Air  Force  under 
the  provisions  of  sections  502,  508,  and  509 
of  the  Officer  Personnel  Act  of  1947.  Those 
officers  whose  names  are  preceded  by  the 
symbol  (  X )  are  subject  to  physical  exami¬ 
nation  required  by  law.  All  others  have 
been  examined  and  found  physically  quali¬ 
fied  for  promotion. 

To  be  major 

CHAPLAIN 

XWalker,  Jared  Allen,  18776A. 

To  be  captains 

UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE 
Alexander,  William  George,  15813A. 

X  Algermissen,  Robert  Louis,  15846A. 

X  Allen,  Roy  Leon,  15981  A. 

X  Allman,  Conrad  Scott,  15984A. 

X  Almquist,  Peter  Williams,  18073A. 

X  Anderson,  Winston  Paine,  15848A. 
XAnding,  Marvin  Ellis,  16026A. 

X  Archbold,  William  Elmer,  16020A. 

X  Armstrong,  Luther  Erwin,  Jr.,  15854A. 

X  Armstrong,  Robert  Hawkins,  15899A. 

X  Auger,  Gerald  Francis,  16009 A. 

X  Austin,  Noel  Degner,  15825A. 

X  Badger,  William  David,  Jr.,  16004A. 
XBahls,  Roy  Andrew,  15378A. 

X  Baker,  William  Albert,  15887A. 

X  Bandy,  James  Ross,  Jr.,  15874A. 

X  Barnett,  Lloyd,  Jr.,  15873A. 

X  Barrett,  Joseph  Edward,  15982A. 

XBartz,  Theodore  John,  15851 A. 

XBeam,  Walter  John,  16044A. 

XBenshoff,  James  John,  16029A, 

X  Berry,  George  RusseB,  15806A. 
XBeukema,  Henry  Shaw,  15835A. 
XBevacqua,  Eugene  Anthony,  16054A. 
XBlerman,  Clarence  Edward,  16045A. 

X  Bingham,  Melvin  Edgar,  16<)31A. 

Bingham,  William  Lane,  15914A. 

X  Blake,  David,  15922A. 

X  Bolton,  Robert  Young,  16048A. 

X  Boning,  John,  15955A. 

XBottomly,  Heath,  15893A. 

XBoutwell,  Harold  Knight,  15958A. 

X  Bowers,  Bernice  Overton,  16049A. 

X  Bradley,  William  Francis,  15959A. 

X  Bright,  Robert  Paul,  15966A. 
XBrotherton,  Robert  Graham,  15909A. 
XBrouns,  Robert  Christopher,  15811A. 

X  Brown,  George  Andrew,  15892A. 
XBrundin,  Robert  Henrik,  15844A. 

X  Buchanan,  Jack,  15804A. 

X  Buckley,  William  Robert,  Jr„  15930A. 

X  Burke,  Robert  Emmett,  15983A. 

X  Burrell,  Gordon  Emmons,  15891A. 

X  Calhoun,  John  Davis,  15836A. 

X  Callaghan,  Eugene  Francis,  15950A. 

X  Callan,  Robert  Brown,  15871A. 

X  Cerasale,  Anthony  Generos,  16019A. 

X  Chandler,  William  Sidney,  15956A. 

X  Charlson,  William  Edward,  15932A. 

X  Cheadle,  Geoffrey,  15830A. 

X  Christenson,  John  Milton,  16021A. 

X  Clayton,  Lawrence  Locke,  Jr.,  15952A. 

X  Coble,  Clifford  Dixon,  15903A. 

X  Coggins,  David  Robert,  15987A. 

X  Cojeran,  Stephen,  15994A. 

X  Cole,  Darrell  Allan,  16058A. 

X  Connolly,  John  William,  15816A. 

X  Connor,  George  Walter,  16023A. 

X  Coons,  Richard  Laurence,  16039A. 

X  Courtney,  WilliamTaylor,  15948A. 

X  Cowee,  James  Oliver,  15901A. 

X  Creed,  Richard  Lawrence,  Jr.,  15939A. 

Critchlow,  David  Madison,  16011A. 

X  Crowell,  Dean  Garland,  15969A. 

X  Cumberpatch,  James  Richard,  15876A. 

X  Cupper,  Andrew  Joseph,  15908A. 

XCurto,  Domenico  Antonio,  15803A. 

X  Czapar,  Charles  Harold,  15863A. 

X  Darr,  Wayne  Lavern,  15809A. 

XDeakin,  Bruce  Keeley,  15913A. 

Xde  la  Mater,  Lyall  Davies,  Jr.,  15942A. 
XDennen,  Richard  Llewellyn,  15837A. 
XDuke,  Daniel  Fitzgerald,  Jr.,  16043A. 


XDunn,  Ray  Aloysius,  Jr.,  15915A. 

X  Earley,  Leonard  Eugene,  15971A. 

X  Edmunds,  Alan  Clifford,  15875A. 

XEglin,  Frederick  Irving,  Jr.,  16007A. 

X  Emerson,  Harold  Robert,  15953A. 

XEversole,  Delbert  Eugene,  16055A. 

XFaas,  Robert  William,  15866A. 

X  Fairbrother,  William  Herman,  15961A. 

X  Farris,  Stephen  Adam,  Jr„  15894A. 

X  Ferris,  Donald  Joseph,  15980A. 

Filson,  Robert  Lee,  I5974A. 

X  Fisher,  Harold  Carl,  15986A. 

XFitton,  David  Edwards,  Jr.,  15926A. 
XFleischman,  George  Walter,  Jr.,  I6000A. 

X  Fleming,  Dale  Robert,  15968A. 

XForthoffer,  Franklin  Oliver,  18310A. 
XFournie,  James  Carmichael,  16003A. 

X  Fowler,  Horace  George,  15989A. 

X  Fowler,  Richard  Bernard,  15933A. 
XFullilove,  William  Charles,  15853A. 
XGafford,  Grady  Douglas,  16030A. 

X  Gamble,  Louis  George,  15850A. 

X  Garrison,  James  Samuel,  16037A. 

X  Geltz,  Theodore  Hess,  15886A. 

X  Gerhard,  Frederick  William1,  Jr.,  15859A. 

X  Gervais,  Frederick  Banks,  15945A. 

X  Geyer,  John  Russell,  15858A. 

X  Gillen,  Frederick  Raymond,  16053A. 
XGinsburgh,  Robert  Neville,  18108A. 

XGlick,  Gregg  F.,  15869A. 

X  Gray,  Bert,  16025A. 

.X  Green,  James  William,  15821A. 

XGreenhill,  Noble  Franklin,  Jr.,  15907A. 

X  Gregor,  John  Robert,  15805A. 

X  Category,  Edgar  Willis  2d,  15879A. 

X  Griffith,  Ray  Morris,  16017A. 

X  Grigsby,  Howard  Burton,  15814A. 

XHale,  Francis  Joseph,  15822A. 

XHalvorsen,  Gail  Seymour,  15991A. 

XHamm,  Paul  James,  15938A.  , 

X  Hammond,  William  Robert,  15867A. 

X  Hanley,  John  Warren,  15964A. 

X  Helton,  Oscar  Underwood,  16012A. 
XHemmig,  Ralph  Brian,  15975A. 
XHempleman,  Glen  Roger,  15852A. 

X  Henderson,  Frank  David,  Jr.,  15840A. 

X  Henderson,  Landis  Duane,  16032A. 

X  Henderson,  William  Justus,  15842A. 

X  Hendrickson,  Leslie  H.,  Jr.,  15936A. 
XHennessy,  Francis  Benedict,  15880A. 
XHinkey,  Leo,  15919A. 

X  Hoffman,  George  Earl,  Jr.,  15943A. 
XHoidra,  George,  15973A. 

X  Holme,  Brant,  Jr.,  15997A. 

X  Horvath,  Frederick,  16041A. 

XHoxie,  Thomas  Byron,  15931A. 

XHumberd,  Donald  Ardman,  15972A. 

X  Ingalls,  Robert  Dorrance,  Jr.,  15965A. 
'XIngersoll,  George  Lyman,  15824A. 

X  Janeczek,  Raymond,  15883A. 

X  Jentsch,  Clarence  August  Emrich,  16002A. 

X  Johnson,  John  Nettleton  3d,  15954A. 

X  Johnson,  Robert  Edwin,  15993A. 

X  Jones,  Frank  Ross,  16052A. 

X  Jones,  James  Brady,  15820A. 

X  Jones,  Paul,  Jr.,  15860A. 

XKane,  Robert  Leo,  15812A. 

X  Keever,  Bernard  Vincent,  15992A. 

X  Kincaid,  John  PSyton,  15941A. 

XKing,  John  Creighton,  15925A. 

XKizer,  Robert  Lester,  16050A. 

XKlossoh,  Kenneth  Alan  McLean,  18107A. 
XLamp,  John  Oscar,  15890A. 

XLang,  Albert  Shumway,  16001  A. 

XLinhof,  Eric,  16046A. 

XLivermore,  Ross  Edward,  16016A. 

XLong,  Emmett  Napoleon,  16024A. 

XLynn,  Thomas  James,  15905A. 

X  Mahoney,  Thomas  Edmund,  Jr.,  15841A. 

X  March,  Christian  Laurin,  Jr.,  16027A. 
XMaxon,  George  Emmett,  Jr.,  15910A. 

X  McCoy,  Martin  Everett,  Jr.,  15843A. 
XMcElvey,  John  Octavius,  1594<)A. 
XMcGlothlin,  William  Claude,  Jr.,  15928A. 
XMcIntire,  Jesse  Carlton,  16010A. 

X  McIntyre,  Angus  Joseph,  16035A. 

McLean,  Arthur  Joseph,  15877A. 

X  McNeil,  Loyd  Jimmie,  15988A. 

X  Merritt,  Charles  Wilbur,  15996A. 

X  Merritt,  Francis  Ellis,  Jr.,  15962A. 
XMickelwait,  Malcolm  Pitzer,  15929A. 


XMilnor,  William  Henry,  15861A. 
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HIGHLIGHTS;  Senate  debated  farm-labor  "bill.-  Senate  co.  nit  tec  reported  tradc-agroc- 
|  nents  "bill.  Sen.  Aiken  claimed  Let) or  and  Agriculture  Departments*.  releases  on  cost 
of  living  .arc  qpntradict-ry.  House  committee  reported  independent  offices  appro¬ 
priation  till. 


SENATE 


) 


1.  FARM  LABOR.  Continued  debate  on  S.  9 S4,  to  provide  for  importation  of  farn 
laborers  fron  Mexico  (pp.-  457^,  4591”6ll). 

Sen.  Wiley  asked,  no.ro  consideration  of  farn-production  needs  in  connection 
with  defernents  fron  selective  service  (pp.  4572-3) • 

TRADE  AGREEMENTS*  The  Finance  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H*  R*.  l6l2^te^ 
continue  the  authority  for  reciprocal  trade  agreements  (S.  Rent.  299)  (p-  4573)* 
)igest  75  ^or  summary  of  "bill  as  reported. 

EXPENDITURES.^  .  The  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Noncsscntial  Federal  Expendi¬ 
tures  submitted  a  report  on  emergency  agency  overhead  (S.  Doc*  35) (p*  4573)* 

COST  OF  LIVING*  Sen.  Aiken  quoted  from  a  Labor  Department  report  which,  he  said, 
blames  the  increase  in  £he„  cost  of  living  on  farmers,  and  fron  an  Agriculture 
Department .  report .  stating  thh^  farm  prices  have  declined*  The  Senator  said; 

"The  two  contradictory  releases' "i^ad  me  to  wonder  whether  we  can  believe. .  .our 
Government..."  (p*  46ll*)  .  >' 

MILITARY  TRAINING*  The  conferees  took  various  additional  actions  in  their  con¬ 
sideration  of  S,  1,  thpgml  it  ary  training  and  service  bill  (a*  D33^)  • 

. 

RECESSED  until  J^T,  Apr.  30  (p.  46ll). 

HOUSE 


TDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATIOIT  BILL,  1952.  The  Appropriations  Committee  re¬ 
ported  this  bill  during  adjournment  of  the  House,  pursuant  to  special  authpri- 
zation.  (The  bill  was  not  yet  numbered,  and  regular  supplies  were  not 


printed  and  distributed.) 

The  hill  includes  funds  for  the  Civil  Service  Comission,  Budget  Bureau,  Coun 
cil  of  Economic  Advisers,  emergency  fund  for  the  President ,  disaster  relief,  General 
Account ing  Office,  Housing  and  Hone  finance  Agency,  Tennessee  Valley  Author!  ty^ 
Snithsonian  Institution,'  ECC,  E?C,  FTC,  ICC,  Gfcaeral  Services  Administration,  /etc* 

following  is  a  new  provision  regarding  fees  and  charges:  ’’It  is  the  se^se.  of 
the  Congress  that  any  work,  service,  publication,  report,  document,  benefits  privi¬ 
lege,  authority,  use,  franchise,  lieensc,  permit,  certificate,  registration,  or 
similar  thing  of  value  s*  utility  performed,  furnished,  provided,  granted,  prepared, 
or  issued  “by '-any  Federal  ageney  (including  wholly  owned  Severnment  corporations  as 
defined  .in  .the\Oo,v^?rmen|  Corporatism  Control  A@t  of  to  or  for  ^.ny  person 

(including  group's*  -af sag|ati0?f f  organizations,  partner sh|p.g,  ep rp orations,  or  busi¬ 
nesses)  ,  .except  thpse  engaged  in  .the  transact  fen  .of  official  bugir^ss  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  .shall  he  self-sustaining  to  tile  full  extent  possible,  .and  .#hc  head  of  each 
federal  agency  is  authorized  by  regulation  (which,  in  the  case  ,;of  agencies  in  the 
executive  branch,  shall  "bo  as  uniform,  as  practicable  and  subject  to  such  policies 
as -the  .President  may  prescribe) , to  prescribe  therefor  such  ^6e,  charge,  or  price,  if 
any,  as  he  shall  doternihp,  in  case  non  exists,  or  redetermine,  in  ca.sc  of  an  exist¬ 
ing  one,  to  be  fair  and  equitable  talcing  . into  consideration  direct  and  indirect  cost 
to  the  Government,  value  to  the  recipient ,  public  policy' or  interest  served,  a.n& 

redetermined  shall  be  collect 
cd  and  maid  into  the  Treasury  as  miscellaneous  receipts:  Provided,  That  nothing  con¬ 
tained  in  this  title  shall  repeal  or  modify  existing  statutes  prohibiting  the  collec¬ 
tion,  fixing  the  amount,  or  directing  the  disposition  of  any  foe,  charge  or  price: 
Provided  further.  That  nothing  contained  in  this/  title  shall  r  cm  cal  or  modify  exist¬ 


ing  statutes  prescribing  bases  for  cKl cul at i o n^ f  any  fee,  charge  or  price,  but  this 


It* 


mroviso  shall  not  restrict  the  redetermine t io/i  of  recalculation  in  e.ccordance  with 


the  proscribed  bases  of  the  amount  of  ally  speh  fee,  charge  or  price* w 

The  bill  contains  the  •  sane  provisionals  the  current  law,  regarding  the  using  of 
annual  leave  by  June  30,  except  that  theyy^ar  is  changed  from  1951  to  1952,  of 
course*  If  also  authorizes  additional ysun W- grades’*  in  General  Accounting  Office* 
The  amount  in  the  bill  e„s  reported  is  $S,171»777»'i^K5,  uhich  is  $746,800,025 


below  the  Budget  amount* 


EHDEBPTS  -FROM  COMMITTEE  REPOST: 

Fges  and  charges*  nThe  Cor; 
ceiving  full  return  from  many 


\ 


lit.tee  is  concerned,  that  the  Government  is  not  re- 
the  services  which  'it  renders  to  special  benefic¬ 
iaries*  Many  fees  for  such  services  are  specif  ically/f  ixed  by  le,w,  ard  in  some 
cases,,  it  is.  specifically  provided  that  no  fees  shall  b<?  charged*  In  other  cases, 
however,  no  fees  are  charged  even  though  the  charging  of/fees  is  not  prohibited;  and 
in  still  others,  fees  ar y  charged  upon  the  basis  of  formulae  prescribed  in  law,  but. 
the  application  of  the  formulae  needs  to  be  re-examined  to  baring  the  a-ctual  charges 
into  line  with  mrcsenjyday  costs  and  other  related  considerations* 

"Et  is  understood  that  other  committees  of  the  Congress  have  interested  thenp 
selves  in  this  matter  and  that  studies  now  are  under  way'  which  may  r.e,s.ult  in  further 
legislation  to  require  that  adequate  consideration  be  received  for  such  services* 
However,  such  studies  are  necessarily  time-consuming  and  the  required  legislation 
nay  not  be  enacted  for  a  considerable  period*  Accordingly,  the  Commit  tee  has  in¬ 
serted  language  in  the  bill  (Title  V,  page  59)  which  would  authorize  a|id  encourage 
the  charging'  or,  increasing  of  fees  to  the  extent  permitted  under  present  basic  laws,, 
but  vliieh  ,woulcL  in  no  way  conflict  with  studies  new  under  way  to  effect  changes  in 
such  basic  laws*  S. 

4  is  estimated  that  in  1952  the  Government  will  receive  more  than  \ 
$300,060,000  in  fees  from  sources  of  .the  type  here  under  consideration*  It  seems 
entirely,  possible  that  many  of  these  fees  could  be  raised,  and  that  fees  could/bo 
charged  for  other  services  of  similar  types  in  cases  where  no  charge  is  now  made, 
to  the  extent  that  the  Government  might  realize  upwars  of  $50,000,000  additional 


revenue  • 
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tjiis  point  that  the  distinguished  chief 
executive  of  my  State,  the  Honorable 
Walter  Kohler,  Jr.,  will  be  in  Washington 
shortly  on  this  issue,  in  conjunction  with 
other  leading  officials  of  my  State,  in¬ 
cluding  the  mayor  of  our  largest  city, 
the  Honorable  Prank  Zeidler,  of  Mil¬ 
waukee. 

Recognizing,  however,  the  tremendous 
number  of  national  and  international 
issues  facing  us,  I  am  not  going  to  take 
the  time  of  the  Senate  to  comment  at 
this  point.  However,  I  have  prepared 
a  statement  which  I  commend  to  the 
attention  of  my  colleagues,  and  in  par¬ 
ticular  to  the  attention,  of  members  of 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  and  of 
the  Senate  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mittee.  I  am  having  the  statement 
placed  in  the  Congressional  Record, 
rather  than  delivered  on  the  Senate 
floor.  I  trust  that  they  will  review  it 
with  all  the  earnest  attention  which  they 
would  have  given  it,  had  it  been  possi¬ 
ble  for  me  to  explore  it  orally  and  at 
length  on  the  Senate  floor. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  there  be  printed  at  this 
point  in  the  body  of  the  Record,  the  text 
of  my  statement,  to  be  followed  after¬ 
ward  by  a  Milwaukee  common  council 
resolution  on  this  issue,  and  the  text  of 
an  editorial  contained  in  the  Milwaukee 
Journal  of  April  19. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  Public  Must  Be  Protected 

The  people  of  Wisconsin  were  indeed 
shocked  last  week  when  they  received  the 
news  that  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
by  a  4  to  1  decision,  had  refused  to  hear  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  natural  gas  rates  of  the 
Phillips  Petroleum  Co.  are  excessive. 

To  be  sure,  the  people  of  Wisconsin  were 
not  completely  surprised  by  this  news,  be¬ 
cause  unfortunately,  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  for  3  years  has  tolerated  the  in¬ 
credible  stalling  tactics  of  the  Phillips  Pe¬ 
troleum  Co.  That  company  has  put  road¬ 
block  after  roadblock  in  the  way  of  a  review 
of  the  rates  charged  Badger  and  other  mid- 
western  consumers. 

In  the  days  preceding  the  FPC’s  action,  I 
protested  repeatedly  to  the  Commission 
against  the  possibility  of  its  acceptance  of 
the  Phillips  motion  limiting  the  present 
hearing  to  a  purely  jurisdictional  question. 
In  spite  of  my  pleas,  however,  and  in  spite 
of  the  pleas  of  other  officials  of  Wisconsin, 
the  FPC  turned  us  down  and  granted  the 
Phillips  motion. 

COMMISSIONER  BUCHANAN'S  SOUND  DISSENT 

I  do  want  to  commend  Commissioner 
Thomas  C.  Buchanan  in  whose  dissenting 
opinion  a  clear  presentation  in  the  public 
interest  was  made.  Commissioner  Buchan¬ 
an  warned  that  the  FPC  was  making  a  grave 
mistake  in  not  looking  into  the  gas  rates 
at  the  same  time  it  was  determining  juris¬ 
diction.  He  pointed  out  that  while  the  ma¬ 
jority  ruling  seemed  to  have  the  merit  of 
attempting  to  put  first  things  first  and  seek¬ 
ing  orderly  procedure  in  the  public  interest, 
the  action  might  actually  have  the  opposite 
result. 

The  Commissioner  indicated  his  well-jus¬ 
tified  fears  that  what  the  FPC  decision 
meant  in  effect  was  a  3-year  delay,  because 
that  is  the  average  time  that  elapses  in  those 
cases  where  jurisdiction  was  the  major  issue, 
a  3-year  delay  between  the  date  of  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  formal  hearing  and  the  date 
of  the  final  decision,  judgment,  or  decree  in 
the  appellate  courts. 


Thus,  there  would  be  no  way  of  securing 
refunds  for  the  people  of  Milwaukee  even  if 
such  were  found  to  be  justified  after  the 
3-year  judicial  delay.  Why?  Because  the 
natural  gas  act  makes  no  provision  for  repa¬ 
rations. 

PEOPLE  OF  WISCONSIN  DEEPLY  SUSPICIOUS 

Mr.  President,  the  people  of  Wisconsin  are 
good  winners  and  good  losers,  if  they  are 
convinced  the  game  is  being  played  fair. 
However,  there  is  a  deep  suspicion  in  our 
minds  and  hearts  that  there  is  back  of  this 
legal  hocus-pocus  on  the  part  of  the  FPC 
some  smelling  shenanigans.  We  want,  how¬ 
ever,  to  be  fair.  We  do  not  want  to  smear 
any  individual  or  any  agency.  But  the  facts 
speak  eloquently  for  themselves. 

It  seems  an  ironic  fact  that  here  we  have 
a  national  administration  which  constantly 
speaks  of  its  alleged  love  for  the  common 
man  and  yet  there  is  a  long  series  of  its  ac¬ 
tions — legislative  and  administrative — • 
which  indicate  that  the  administration 
seems  actually  to  care  very  little  indeed 
about  whether  or  not  the  average  man  is 
gouged,  i.  e.,  is  being  charged  all  the  rates 
that  the  traffic  will  bear. 

I  RESPECT  INDEPENDENCE  OF  FPC 

Now,  Mr.  President,  I  want  to  point  out 
that  I  fully  respect  the  Administrative  Pro¬ 
cedure  Act.  I  do  not  want  to  see  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  dictated  to  by  any  one, 
including  any  one  in  the  legislative  branch. 
I  have  never,  of  course,  taken  any  steps 
which  could  be  construed  as  dictation  either 
to  that  or  any  other  agency.  I  respect  the 
Commission’s  chairman  and  its  members. 
However,  I  have  a  responsibility  to  the  people 
of  Wisconsin  to  serve  their  welfare  and  the 
FPC  has  a  responsibility  to  serve  the  con¬ 
sumers  of  the  Nation.  I  am  extremely  doubt¬ 
ful,  however,  that  it  could  ever  be  impartially 
stated  that  the  FPC  has  been  diligently 
serving  the  consumers. 

COMMISSION  PLAYING  FOOTSY  WITH  PRIVATE 
INTERESTS 

Instead,  it  seems  to  have  been  playing 
footsy  with  certain  private  interests.  I  do 
not  make  that  interpretation  lightly.  As  a 
matter  of  fact  that  inference  has  been  drawn 
by  some  of  the  most  conservative  circles  of 
Wisconsin,  by  men  who  dearly  prize,  as  I  do, 
the  free  enterprise  system  and  the  system  of 
independent,  co-equal  branches  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  has  not 
heard  the  last  from  the  people  of  Wisconsin 
or  of  America  on  this  issue.  If  it  thinks 
it  can  continue  to  frustrate  the  legitimate 
interests  of  the  people,  it  has  another  guess 
coming. 

APPEAL  TO  OPS 

I  am  going  to  make  two  suggestions  at 
this  point: 

1.  I  appeal  to  Mr.  Eric  Johnston,  Director 
of  the  Office  of  Economic  Stabilization  to 
have  members  of  his  staff  investigate  the 
effects  of  the  drastic  increase  in  natural 
gas  rates.  I  believe  that  the  inflationary 
sprial  which  has  been  engendered  by  this 
gas-rate  increase  well  merits  the  OES’s  and 
OPS’s  review. 

2.  I  further  appeal  to  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  to  reconsider  its  refusal  to  probe 
the  prices  charged  by  the  Phillips  Petroleum 
Co.  The  EPC’s  decision  definitely  need  not 
be  final. 

KERR  BILL’S  VETO  IS  BEING  UPSET 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  point  out  that 
last  year  the  President  of  the  United  States 
vetoed  the  natural-gas  bill  which  would 
have  removed  the  companies  like  Phillips 
from  Federal  Power  Commission  control. 
The  President  thus  killed  a  bill  which  most 
Republicans  and  I  personally  had  voted 
against.  But  now,  in  effect  what  is  being 
done  is  that  the  Kerr  bill  is  being  resurrected 
and  put  in  effect  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
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to  the  complete  satisfaction  of  the  natural- 
gas  companies  which  backed  it. 

I  do  not  question  the  motives  or  sincerity 
of  those  here  in  the  Senate  or  elsewhere 
who  have  favored  the  exemption  of  these 
natural  gas  producers  from  Federal  con¬ 
trol.  Among  them  are  some  of  my  dearest 
colleagues.  But  I  do  say  that  some  of  these 
folks’  desire  for  exemption  is  in  striking 
contrast  to  their  apparent  desire  to  have 
Government  control  practically  everything 
else  in  our  economy. 

It  is  to  the  credit  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  that  he  recognized  the  danger 
of  the  Kerr  bill.  I  earnestly  hope  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  will  now  take  cognizance  of 
this  present  situation  and  that  he  will  rec¬ 
ognize  that  his  sound  decision  of  a  year  ago 
is  now  being  upset  by  his  own  appointees. 
I  make  these  comments  completely  irrespec¬ 
tive  of  all  partisan  politics. 

FPC’S  PECULIAR  PROCEDURE  IN  OKLAHOMA 

Let  me  note  before  proceeding  that  the 
story  of  the  hearing  at  Bartlesville,  Okla., 
is  a  shocking  commentary  on  the  FPC.  After 
stalling  for  3  years,  the  Commission  finally 
allowed  a  hearing.  Representatives  from 
the  State  government  of  Wisconsin,  includ¬ 
ing  our  able  Attorney  General  Vernon 
Thompson,  journeyed  all  the  way  down  to 
Oklahoma,  bringing  their  voluminous  rec¬ 
ords  with  them,  in  addition  to  their  wit¬ 
nesses.  However,  on  their  arrival  they  were 
stunned  to  learn  that  what  was  going  to  be 
considered  by  the  FPC  was  not  the  reason¬ 
ableness  of  the  rates,  but  the  ridiculous 
question — based  on  a  last  minute  motion — 
of  whether  Phillips  Petroleum  was  in  effect 
acting  as  a  natural-gas  company. 

We  might  just  as  well  argue  whether  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  is  actually  a  com¬ 
mission.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  perhaps  there 
might  be  some  doubt  on  that  latter  point. 
But  there  is  certainly  no  doubt  on  the  point 
that  Phillips  Petroleum  does  produce  and 
sell  natural  gas  and  that  it  should  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  regulation  in  order  to  protect  Amer¬ 
ican  consumers. 

BEHIND-THE-SCENES  OPERATORS  AT  WORK 

Now,  Mr.  President,  this  is  not  the  first 
time  in  American  history  that  the  fact  has 
dawned  on  the  American  people  that  there 
were  behind-the-scenes  operators  who  seem 
to  be  exceptionally  successful  in  selling  a 
special-interest  viewpoint.  I  earnestly  hope 
that  the  facts  on  this  rate  issue,  when  and  if 
fully  brought  out,  will  not  be  such  as  to 
further  completely  demoralize  the  American 
public.  But  I  say  that  the  full  facts  must 
and  should  be  brought  out,  regardless  of 
consequences. 

POSSIBLE  INTRODUCTION  OF  INVESTIGATION  BILL 

I  have  been  considering  for  some  time  the 
introduction  of  legislation  to  ask  that  a  spe¬ 
cial  subcommittee  be  set  up  by  the  Senate 
Interstate  Commerce  Committee  to  investi¬ 
gate  the  background  of  the  Phillips  Petro¬ 
leum  Co.’s  dealings  with  the  Michigan-Wis- 
consin  pipeline  company,  as  well  as  related 
natural-gas  operations.  I  have  hesitated  to 
introduce  such  legislation  because  I  well  rec¬ 
ognize  the  staggering  workload  which  already 
exists  on  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate.  I  well 
recognize,  moreover,  that  this  whole  subject 
is  so  extremely  technical,  so  complicated,  as 
to  require  the  most  intensive  and  prolonged 
study  by  experts. 

For  those  reasons  I  have  held  back  on  tha 
introduction  of  a  bill.  However,  if  it  appears 
that  we  will  have  no  other  recourse,  then  it 
may  be  necessary  to  introduce  such  a  bill 
and  fight  with  all  my  might  and  main  for  its 
adoption  and  for  the  launching  of  such  an 
investigation. 

I  INTEND  TO  FULFILL  MY  RESPONSIBILITY 

I  will  not  stand  idly  by  while  the  people 
of  my  State  are  gouged.  I  do  not  believe 
that  mere  words  on  the  Senate  floor  or  words 
in  the  Congressional  Record  or  words  in  let- 
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ters  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission  or  to 
ai;y  other  agency — that  such  words  com¬ 
pletely  fulfill  my  responsibility  for  protec¬ 
tion  of  the  American  people. 

For  the  present,  such  words  are  the  only 
Instrument  that  I  have  available;  but  words 
can  be  powerful  indeed  if  they  awaken  the 
public  conscience  and  if  they  awaken  the 
splendid  conscience  of  Members  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  as  well  as  members  of  the  executive 
branch  who  genuinely  have  the,  public  inter¬ 
est  in  mind. 

Whereas  the  public  interest  of  the  many 
consumers  of  natural  gas  residing  in  the 
city  of  Milwaukee  requires  that  the  subject 
of  reasonable  and  just  rates  should  be  thor¬ 
oughly  examined  so  that  it  may  be  ascer¬ 
tained  whether  the  rates  charged  by  gas  op¬ 
erators  to  pipeline  companies  serving  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  are  just  and  reasonable 
within  the  provisions  of  law  and  to  the  end 
that  unjust  and  unreasonable  rates  can  be 
promptly  and  adequately  adjusted  down¬ 
ward;  and 

Whereas  it  is  apparent  that  the  pipeline 
supplying  the  Milwaukee  area  bases  its 
charges,  to  some  extent,  upon  the  rates  which 
are  charged  to  it  by  the  producer;  and 

Whereas  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
has  now  before  it  in  the  Phillips  Petroleum 
Co.  proceedings  the  matter  of  determining 
reasonable  rates,  but  has,  upon  the  motion  of 
Phillips  Petroleum,  limited  the  issues  thus 
far  to  technical  ones  relating  to  jurisdiction, 
which  issues  will  not  permit  an  examination 
or  factual  presentation  into  the  matter  of 
reasonableness  of  rates;  and 

Whereas  it.  is  required  in  the  public  inter¬ 
ests  that  such  factual  presentation  be  had 
and  that  a  thorough  examination  be  made 
into  the  matter  of  rates  to  determine  what 
constitutes  just  and  reasonable  rates:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  be  respectfully  requested  to  broaden  the 
issues  in  the  Phillips  Petroleum  matter  so 
that  a  complete  factual  presentation  may  be 
had  with  respect  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
rates  charged  are  reasonable  and  just  as  is 
required  in  the  public  interests,  and  that 
copies  of  this  resolution  be  presented  to  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  and  each  Com¬ 
missioner  thereof  and  to  the  United  States 
Senators  representing  the  State  of  Wiscon¬ 
sin  and  the  Representatives  in  Congress  rep¬ 
resenting  the  city  of  Milwaukee;  and  be  it 
further 

Resolved,  That  with  respect  to  the  appli¬ 
cation  or  the  fillings  of  the  Wisconsin-Michi- 
gan  Pipe  Line  Co.  for  an  increase  in  natural 
gas  rates,  the  city  attorney  be  requested  to 
take  such  steps  and  initiate  such  proceedings 
as  may  be  required  so  as  to  intervene  in  the 
proceedings  relative  to  such  filings  and  in 
opposition  to  such  applied-for  increases. 

[From  the  Milwaukee  Journal] 

FPC  s  Attitude  Is  Intolerable 

The  next  investigation  Congress  orders 
might  be  to  find  out  what  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  conceives  its  duty  to  be.  Is 
it  the  protection  of  the  public  or  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  natural-gas  producers? 

Current  experience  of  Wisconsin  and  Mil¬ 
waukee  is  that  the  FPC  isn’t  interested  in 
consumers  at  all.  It  seems  to  be  dedicated 
to  keeping  consumers  from  getting  a  hearing. 

For  3  years  Wisconsin  and  Milwaukee  have 
tried  to  get  the,  FPC  to  investigate  the  rates 
for  natural  gais  charged  at  the  wellhead  by 
the  Phillips  Petroleum  Co.  There  is  ample 
evidence  that  those  rates  are  excessive. 

After  allowing  the  Phillips  company  to 
stall  action  since  1948,  the  FPC  recently 
agreed  to  set  a  date  for  hearing.  Phillips 
complained  that  Washington  was  too  far 
from  its  gas  office  headquarters  in  Bartles¬ 
ville,  Okla.,  to  haul  records.  With  its  usual 


courtesy  to  Phillips,  the  FPC  consented  to 
take  its  own  voluminous  records  to  Bartles¬ 
ville.  Our  city  and  State  and  others  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  case  had  to  carry  their  records 
and  witnesses  there,  too. 

No  sooner  had  everyone  arrived  in  Bartles¬ 
ville,  with  records  and  baggage,  than  the 
FPC  announced  in  Washington  that  it  would 
not  hear  the  rate  case  until  it  decided 
whether  Phillips  was  in  fact  acting  as  a  nat¬ 
ural-gas  company.  As  Phillips  produces  and 
sells  gas,  this  is  as  academic  as  the  argument 
over  whether  the  elephant  exists. 

While  this  silly  argument  went  on  in  the 
guise  of  a  hearing  which  opened  April  3, 
everyone  who  carried  his  records  to  Bartles¬ 
ville  sat  around  and  waited  to  use  them. 
All  witnesses  against  Phillips  were  in  Bartles¬ 
ville  without  access  to  the  FPC  members  in 
Washington.  They  were  kept  from  reaching 
the  Commissioners  to  ask  directly  about  the 
strange  FPC  rulings  and  attempting  to  con¬ 
vince  the  Commissioners  that  the  concern 
of  consumers  was  too  vital  to  waste  time  on 
inanities. 

“They’ve  got  us  waiting  out  in  the  sticks 
of  Oklahoma  with  records  we  can’t  use  while 
they  talk  issues  everyone  thought  were  set¬ 
tled  long  ago,”  a  Milwaukee  official  com¬ 
plained  the  other  day. 

Now,  a  new  and  more  intolerable  FPC  rul¬ 
ing  has  been  handed  down.  Rates  won’t  be 
considered  in  Bartlesville  at  all,  the  FPC  has 
informed  everyone.  The  hearing  will  be  con¬ 
fined  entirely  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction. 
If  rates  ever  are  considered,  it  will  be  at  a 
later  hearing. 

That  means  that  the  whole  trip  to  Bartles¬ 
ville  and  the  long  wait  there  have  been  a 
complete  waste  of  time  and  effort.  Knowing 
the  propensities  of  the  FPC  for  stalling  and 
the  ability  of  Phillips  to  keep  the  jurisdic¬ 
tional  question  tied  up  in  the  hearings  and 
in  courts,  the  rate  question  seems  doomed 
to  a  dim  and  distant  future. 

This  means,  too,  that  the  FPC  has  again 
submitted  to  political  pressure  from  the 
natural-gas  producers.  It  is  allowing  Phil¬ 
lips  to  get  by  with  uncontrolled  rates  and 
to  delay  any  attempt  to  bring  them  under 
control.  This,  in  spite  of  a  mandate  a  year 
ago  when  Congress  upheld  President  Tru¬ 
man’s  veto  of  the  Kerr  gas  bill  which  would 
have  exempted  Phillips  and  companies  like 
it  from  FPC  control. 

And,  as  usual,  it’s  the  consumer  who  pays 
because  he  can’t  get  a  hearing  from  a  Gov¬ 
ernment  figency  which  was  set  up  to  protect 
his  interests. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  state  the  first  committee 
amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
line  9,  after  the  word  “from”,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  “foreign  countries 
within  the  Western  Hemisphere  (pur¬ 
suant  to  arrangements  between  the 
United  States  and  such  countries)  or 
from  Hawaii  or  Puerto  Rico”  and  insert 
“the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pursuant  to 
arrangements  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Republic  of  Mexico.” 

CALL  OF  THE  ROLL 

Mr.  McPARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 


for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded,  and 
that  further  proceedings  under  the  call 
be  dispensed  with. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT..  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

AMERICAN  POLICY  IN  THE  FAR  EAST 

Mr.  TAFT.  Mr.  President,  public  re¬ 
sentment  arising  from  the  dismissal  of 
General  MacArthur  has  brought  clearly 
before  the  American  people  the  question 
of  the  determination  of  our  foreign  pol¬ 
icy  in  the  Far  East,  having  speci&l  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  war  in  which  we  a t'e  engaged 
with  the  Chinese  Communists.  From 
the  determination  of  what  that  policy 
should  be  we  can  judge  better  whether 
the  President  was  or  was  not  justified  in 
his  dismissal  of  General  MacArthur.  I 
do  not  see  how  anyone  can  justify  the 
manner  in  which  that  dismissal  was 
handled. 

There  is,  of  course,  no  question  that 
we  are  at  war  with  Communist  China, 
whether  war  is  declared  or  is  not  de¬ 
clared.  The  President  himself,  in  his 
radio  address  to  the  Nation,  referred 
many  times  to  our  contest  in  Korea  as 
war.  The  important  issue  is  how  we 
shall  fight  that  war.  We  have  presented 
to  us  three  alternative  proposals. 

First,  there  is  the  present  policy  of  the 
administration,  as  expressed  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident  and  General  Bradley — a  stalemate 
war  with  no  prospect  of  bringing  it  to  a 
conclusion,  except  the  pious  hope  that 
the  Chinese  Communists  will  quite. 

Second,  there  is  the  Acheson  policy, 
which  has  certainly  in  the  past  proposed 
to  bring  that  war  to  an  end  by  an  ap¬ 
peasement  peace  involving,  at  least  po¬ 
tentially,  a  Korea  dominated  by  com¬ 
munism,  the  surrender  of  Formosa,  and 
the  admission  of  Chinese  Communists 
into  the  United  Nations. 

A  third  policy  may  be  called  the  Mac¬ 
Arthur  policy,  that  of  confining  our  own 
troops  to  Korea,  but  using  every  means 
possible  to  win  the  war  through  the  sup¬ 
port  of  Chinese  Nationalists,  the  bomb¬ 
ing  of  communications  and  air  bases,  and 
the  weakening  of  Chinese  operations  in 
Manchuria. 

One  difficulty  with  the  Truman  policy 
from  the  over-all  standpoint  is  that  it 
cannot  go  on  forever.  So  I  believe  that 
in  the  end  the  choice  must  be  between 
the  Acheson  policy  and  the  MacArthur 
policy. 

I  am  very  much  concerned  that  unless 
Congress  clearly  expresses  its  definite 
opinion  in  opposition  to  the  Acheson 
policy,  we  shall  wake  up  some  morning 
and  find  that  policy  already  adopted,  in 
the  face  of  the  overwhelming  disap¬ 
proval  of  the  American  people  and  of  the 
Congress  itself. 

Nearly  all  the  speakers  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  in  this  Chamber  have 
disowned,  one  by  one,  the  various  poli¬ 
cies  which  Mr.  Acheson  has  espoused  in 
the  past.  But  no  one  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  has  negatived  the  possibilities  of 
those  policies,  still  urged  upon  as  so 
strenuously  by  the  British  Government 
in  the  United  Nations.  I  say  that  no  one 
in  the  administration  has  done  so — not 
the  President  in  his  speech  to  the  Na¬ 
tion  ;  not  Mr.  Acheson  in  his  speech  last 
week  to  the  Nation;  not  General  Brad¬ 
ley  in  his  speech;  not  the  distinguished 
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Npannot  do  anything,  because  our  State 
Department  has  had  a  long  history  of 
friendship,  so  to  speak,  with  the  Chinese 
Communists,  and  we  must  treat  them 
tenderly,  and  we  must  keep  the  United 
Nations  Committee  open,  so  that  there 
may  be  an.  appeasement  peace.  Our  pol¬ 
icy  in  Asia  is  the  reverse  of  everything 
that  has  been  adopted  by  the  adminis¬ 
tration  with  reference  to  Europe.  I  be¬ 
lieve  the  time  has  come  when  we  should 
bring  an  end  to  that  policy,  and  Con¬ 
gress  should  declare  that  in  Asia,  as  in 
Europe,  we  shall  follow  a  general  policy 
of  containment  of  communism,  to  the 
extent  of  our  ability. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  appreciate  the  re¬ 
marks  of  the  Senator  from  Ohio  to  the 
effect  that  we  have  a  firm  policy  in  Eu¬ 
rope.  We  are  not  at  war  in  Europe  with 
any  country.  Certainly  we  are  at  peace 
in  Europe.  The  policy  in  Asia  is  the 
reverse  of  our  policy  in  Europe. 

Mr.  TAFT.  It  works  the  other  way. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Our  boys  are  on  the 
battlefield.  In  Asia  it  works  the  other 
way. 

Mr.  TAFT.  Probably  we  do  not  have 
a  war  in  Europe  because  we  were  firm. 
Probably  we  have  a  war  in  Asia  because 
we  were  weak. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Irrespective  of  any  con¬ 
clusions  which  may  be  drawn,  I  should 
like  to  make  the  point  that  inasmuch 
as  we  are  not  at  war  in  Europe,  I  am 
one  of  those  who  firmly  believe  that 
justifiable  duty  would  compel  us  to  do 
everything  we  can  to  protect  the  Ameri¬ 
can  boys  who  are  doing  the  fighting  and 
the  dying  and  who  are  being  wounded 
this  very  minute  in  Korea.  I  think  they 
deserve  as  much  attention  in  the  form 
of  firm  determination  of  a  great  gov¬ 
ernment  as  does  Western  Europe. 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  fully  agree  with  the 
Senator. 

Mi*.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  TAFT.  Yes. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Ohio  realizes,  of  course,  that  after  the 
President’s  dismissal  of  General  Mac- 
Arthur  a  great  feeling  of  resentment 
spread  throughout  the  country,  not  only 
because  of  the  action  but  because  of  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  taken,  and  that 
it  has  presented  in  the  Nation  a  great 
cleavage. 

Some  of  the  spokesmen  for  the  ad¬ 
ministration  havp  talked  a  great  deal 
about  the  need /for  national  unity.  I 
think  most  of  ys  agree  that  in  meeting 
the  challenges/which  may  be  ahead  we 
do  need  unity  among  the  American  peo¬ 
ple,  and  we  need  unity  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  and  in  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  Hqwever,  does  not  the  Senator 
from  Ohio  believe  that  we  would  have  a 
better  chance  to  achieve  unity  in  the 
Nation  fond  unity  in  Congress  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary/of  State,  Mr.  Acheson,  would  sub¬ 
mit  ljps  resignation  to  the  President;  or, 
if  he'  should  not  submit  his  resignation, 
if  the  President  removed  him  and  put  in 
hie  place  a  man  in  whom  both  Republi¬ 
cans  and  the  Democrats  could  have  con¬ 


fidence,  so  far  as  the  operation  of  the 
State  Department  is  concerned? 

Mr.  TAFT.  I  certainly  do  think  that 
today  probably  it  would  be  the  only  way 
in  which  unity  could  be  achieved.  If'  the 
President,  instead  of  dismissing  flAac- 
Arthur  or  recalling  him,  had  sat/down 
with  him  and  with  Mr.  Acheson  and  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  it  is  entirely  pos¬ 
sible  that,  if  in  fact  the  admiriistration 
is  against  appeasement,  there  could  have 
been  a  complete  meeting  of  oiinds.  The 
difficulty,  as  I  see  it,  is  th^t  so  long  as 
Mr.  Acheson  is  Secretary  of  State,  there 
can  be  no  agreement  on  a  policy  against 
appeasement.  It  seems  to  me  that  so 
long  as  he  is  there,  with  the  record  be¬ 
fore  us  of  his  views  and  opinions  prac¬ 
tically  up  to  the  moment,  there  is  not 
much  opportunity  to  achieve  unity.  We 
do  not  have  to  agree  on  whether  we  are 
to  bomb  China,  or  just  what  to  do  in 
Formosa.  We  do  have  to  agree  that  we 
are  not  going  to  make  an  appeasement 
peace  in  the  Far  East  and,  thus,  in  effect, 
surrender  and  endanger  our  whole  posi¬ 
tion  in  the  Philippines,  in  Japan,  and 
throughout  .  the  entire  western  Pacific. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor. 
SUPPLYING  OP  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
PROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  a  statement 
I  have  prepared  on  the  bill  now  pend¬ 
ing. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  state¬ 
ment  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

As  my  colleagues  know,  I  am  not  a  farmer, 
nor  do  I  know  in  detail  the  intimate  prob¬ 
lems  of  the  farm  areas  in  the  South  and 
Southwest  which  have  been  discussed  In 
connection  with  the  pending  migratory  labor 
bill.  Nor  am  I  a  member  of  the  Agricul¬ 
ture  Committee  which  considered  this  mat¬ 
ter  at  some  length. 

I  must  point  out,  however,  that  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  migratory  farm  labor  or  the  question 
of  migratory  labor  in  general  is  a  matter 
in  which  I  have  a  great  interest.  It  is  a 
matter  in  which  the  Labor  Committee,  of 
which  I  am  privileged  to  be  a  member,  also 
has  a  great  interest.  It  is  a  matter  in  which 
my  own  State  of  New  York  has  a  great 
interest. 

As  is  sometimes  overlooked  or  forgotten, 
my  State  of  New  York  is  a  great  agricul¬ 
tural  State.  Although  its  leading  agricul¬ 
tural  product  is  in  the  dairy  field.  New  York 
is  also  a  great  producer  of  vegetables  and 
other  truck-gardening  crops.  In  this  field 
of  farm  production  the  farmers  of  my  State 
have  a  great  need  for  seasonal  laborers.  In 
harvesting  time  many  thousands  of  migrant 
laborers  are  employed.  Some  of  these  are 
of  continental  origin,  some  of  Puerto  Rican, 
some  have  been  from  the  British  West  In¬ 
dies,  and  in  recent  years  some  have  been 
displaced  persons.  I  have  received  repeated 
reports  especially  from  Long  Island  and  ad¬ 
jacent  areas  of  great  losses  suffered  by  the 
farmers  due  to  temporary  shortages  of  farm 
labor. 

I  have  cited  all  this  to  indicate  my  very 
real  basis  of  interest  in  the  pending  legis¬ 
lation. 

I  have  studied  the  pending  measure  as 
closely  as  I  could.  On  the  basis  of  this 
study  I  must  associate  myself  with  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico 


and  with  my  distinguished  colleague,  the 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota,  in  their 
strong  criticism  of  Senate  bill  984  in  its 
present  form. 

I  do  not  question  or  doubt  the  need  for 
legislation  to  authorize  arrangements  to  pro¬ 
vide  in  an  orderly  and  controlled  manner 
a  supply  of  farm  labor  where  and  when  it 
is  needed  to  meet  the  urgent  demand  of 
our  farmers. 

I  feel  strongly,  however,  that  this  legis¬ 
lation  must  be  of  a  kind,  and  so  devised 
as  to  protect  and  safeguard  in  every  way 
the  wage  and  employment  standards  of  our 
own  farm  workers,  migrant  and  otherwise. 
Legislation  must  be  so  drawn  as  to  give  un¬ 
qualified  assurance,  with  adequate  admin¬ 
istrative  provisions,  that  potential  sources 
of  farm  labor  in  this  country  will  be  given 
every  opportunity  to  fill  the  need  before 
foreign  workers  are  employed. 

When  I  say  in  this  country,  I  include 
Puerto  Rico.  There  is  great  unemployment 
in  Puerto  Rico.  There  are  great  numbers  of 
people  on  that  island,  which  is  part  of  the 
United  States,  who  are  qualified  as  expert 
farm  laborers.  The  Federal  Government 
contributes  heavily  in  relief  money  and  oth¬ 
er  Federal  grants-in-aids  to  assist  Puerto 
Rico  to  take  care  of  these  unemployed  farm 
workers.  It  would  seem  to  be  the  height 
of  sound  fiscal  practice,  as  well  as  sound 
social  practice,  to  bring  Puerto  Rican  work¬ 
ers  here  to  supply  the  need  rather  than  to 
bring  workers  in  from  Mexico.  I  mean,  of 
course,  no  reflection  on  Mexico  or  on  the 
necessity  of  maintaining  the  closest  of  neigh¬ 
borly  relations  with  that  country.  This, 
however,  is  not  a  problem  in  foreign  rela¬ 
tions  but  a  problem  in  agriculture  and  in 
labor  conditions  in  our  own  country,  includ¬ 
ing  Puerto  Rico. 

Because  of  my  feeling  on  this  point  I 
have  introduced  an  amendment  which  I  hope 
will  be  favorably  considered.  I  also  sub¬ 
scribe  to  a  much  broader  amendment  on 
this  same  general  subject  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  but  if  his  is  not 
agreed  to,  I  certainly  would  hope  that  mine, 
which  is  a  narrower  one  would  be  accepted. 
There  are  other  provisions  in  this  bill  which 
I  hope  will  be  remedied  in  the  course  of  the 
consideration  of  this  legislation.  A  number 
of  the  other  amendments  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  would  greatly  improve 
this  legislation. 

I  have  received  a  number  of  communica¬ 
tions  from  representative  groups  in  my  State 
urging  that  I  vote  against  this  bill.  I  hope 
that  vital  and  necessary  improvements  will 
be  made  in  it,  which  will  mitigate  the  justi¬ 
fied  opposition  to  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  is  my 
purpose  at  this  time  further  to  discuss 
Senate  bill  984,  which  was  discussed  for 
some  time  yesterday  afternoon  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]. 
The  proposed  legislation  is  of  such  vast 
importance  that  as  many  Senators  as 
possible  should  listen  to  the  discussion. 
I  therefore  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Clements  in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  roll  was  called,  and  the  following 
Senators  answered  to  their  names ; 


Aiken 

Clements 

George 

Anderson 

Connally 

Gillette 

Benton 

Cordon 

Green 

Brewster 

Douglas 

•Hayden 

Butler,  Md. 

Duff 

Hendrickson 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Dworshak 

Hennings 

Byrd 

Ecton 

Hickenlooper 

Capehart 

Ellender 

Hill 

Carlson 

Ferguson 

Humphrey 

Case 

Flanders 

Hunt 

Chavez 

Fulbright 

Ives 
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Jenner 

McMahon 

Smith.  Maine 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Malone 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Maybank 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Mtllikin 

Sparkman 

Kefauver 

Monroney 

Stennis 

Kem 

Moody 

Taft 

Kerr 

Mundt 

Thye 

Kilgore 

Murray 

Tobey 

Knowland 

Neely 

Underwood 

Langer 

Nixon 

Watkins 

Lehman 

O'Conor 

Welker 

Long 

O'Mahoney 

Wherry 

McCarran 

Pastore 

Wiley 

McCarthy 

Robertson 

Williams 

McClellan 

Russell 

Young 

McFarland 

Saltonstall 

McKellar 

Schoeppel 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr. 
Frear]  and  the  Senator  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Hoey]  are  absent  on 
public  business. 

The  Senators  from  Florida  [Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  and  Mr.  Smathers]  are  absent  by 
leave  of  the  Senate  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate  on  official  committee  business. 

Mr,  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker], 
the  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett], 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen], 
and  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Martin]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  New  Hampshire 
[Mr.  Bridges]  ,  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Lodge],  and  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mi'.  Morse]  are  neces¬ 
sarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Ml*. 
Clements  in  the  chair).  A  quorum  is 
present. 

THE  YALTA  AGREEMENT  AND  THE 
JAPANESE  PEACE  TREATY 

Mr.  CHAVEZ  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  provided  that  it 
is  agreed  that  by  doing  so  I  shall  not  lose 
the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Indiana  may  proceed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Bet  me  inquire  how 
much  time  the  Senator  from  Indiana 
wishes  to  have. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Only  3  or  4  minutes, 
I  believe. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well. 

Mr.  JENNER.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
time  we  looked  carefully  at  the  Japa¬ 
nese  peace  treaty.  I  should  like  to 
know  whether  General  MacArthur  was 
removed  primarily  because  he  was  Com¬ 
mander  in  Korea  or  because  he  was 
Supreme  Commander  in  Tokyo  and  it 
was  important  to  get  him  out  of  the  way 
before  the  treaty  was  signed. 

My  attention  was  first  attracted  by 
letters  from  men  in  the  Korean  war  zone, 
who  said,  “Don’t  let  them  sign  any  peace 
treaty  that  gives  southern  Sakhalin  and 
the  Kuriles  to  Russia.”  There  was  such 
a  note  of  bitter  frustration,  almost  out 
cf  desperation,  in  the  letters  that  I 
started  to  look  for  the  trouble. 

I  thought  I  would  take  a  look  at  John 
Foster  Dulles’  speech  on  the  treaty.  You 


remember,  Mr.  President,  that  General 
MacArthur  said  that  our  military  secu¬ 
rity  rests  on  the  chain  of  islands  that 
guard  the  far  Pacific  perimeter,  and — 
note  this — that  a  single  break  in  that 
island  chain  would  make  it  possible  for 
an  enemy  to  break  through  our  whole 
defense  line. 

The  Kurile  Islands  are  the  link  that 
runs  from  the  northern  tip  of  Japan 
almost  to  the  Aleutians,  the  island  path 
to  Alaska.  Mr.  Dulles  has  said: 

The  South  Sakhalin  and  Kurile  Islands 
*  *  *  are  actually  in  Russian  possession. 

Any  peace-treaty  validation  of  Russia’s  title 
should,  we  suggest,  be  dependent  upon 
Russia’s  becoming  a  party  to  that  treaty. 

Here  it  is:  We  are  to  give  permanent 
title  to  the  islands  to  Russia,  provided 
only  she  will  be  nice  and  come  and  get 
it.  This  is  not  only  setting  the  table  for 
Stalin ;  it  is  drawing  up  a  chair  and  beg¬ 
ging  him  to  be  seated,  and  promising  him 
everything  on  the  table  if  he  will  only 
grace  the  party  with  his  presence  for  a 
moment. 

The  Kurile  Islands  are  on  the  direct 
route  over  which  we  would  have  to  ferry 
planes  from  Alaska  to  Japan.  They  are 
the  base  from  which  the  Japanese 
launched  balloons  which  were  carried 
by  the  prevailing  winds  clear  to  our 
Pacific  coast  during  the  last  war. 

Why  are  we  so  meekly  surrendering 
these  Japanese  possessions  to  Russia? 
Because,  says  Mr.  Dulles,  they  were  al¬ 
lotted  to  Russia  at  Yalta.  Mr.  Dulles 
proposes  to  use  the  Japanese  Peace 
Treaty  to  turn  into  law  the  gifts  Mr. 
Roosevelt  personally  made  of  Japanese 
territory  at  Yalta. 

Mr.  President,  Yalta  has  no  force  in 
law.  It  has  no  justification  in  foreign 
policy.  It  is  contrary  to  all  moral  prin¬ 
ciples,  all  international  honor.  So  we 
are  quietly  being  seduced  into  turning 
Yalta  into  international  law,  and  Gen¬ 
eral  MacArthur  is  suddenly  moved  out 
of  Tokyo  just  before  the  bond  is  to  be 
sealed. 

Mr.  President,  Congress  must  now 
take  over  the  task  General  MacArthur 
was  forced  to  lay  down.  Congress  must 
watch  over  the  Japanese  Peace  Treaty 
and  see  that  it  does  not  become  another 
sell-out  to  Russia. 

I  wish  to  introduce  a  joint  resolution 
forbidding  any  agent  of  the  United 
States  Government  or  any  other  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  United  States  to  the 
United  Nations  to  sign  any  document 
validating  and  giving  the  force  of  inter¬ 
national  law  to  any  clause  in  the  Yalta 
agreement. 

Mr.  President,  out  of  order,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  introduce  the 
joint  resolution,  and  I  request  that  it  be 
read  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  read  for  the  in¬ 
formation  of  the  Senate. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  67) 
was  read,  as  follows: 

Resolved,  etc..  That  no  officer  of  the  United 
States  or  representative  of  the  United  States 
to  the  United  Nations  or  to  any  other  inter¬ 
national  organization,  conference,  or  meet¬ 
ing  shall  sign  any  treaty,  agreement,  or  other 
document  which  in  any  way  validates  or 
gives  the  force  and  effect  of  law  to,  or  other¬ 


wise  binds  the  United  States  to  observe,  any 
clause  or  provision  of  the  Yalta  agreement. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  received  and 
will  be  appropriately  referred. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.  J.  Res.  67)  to 
prohibit  the  signing  by  any  officer  or  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  United  States  of  any 
document  giving  the  force  of  law  to  any 
provision  of  the  Yalta  agreement,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Mr.  Jenner,  was  read  twice 
by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Foreign  Relations. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
State  which  I  have  in  part  the  honor  of 
representing  was  explored  and  settled  by 
white  Europeans  in  1540,  some  80  years 
before  Plymouth  Rock  and  some  few 
years  before  Jamestown,  Va.,  or  St. 
Marys  City,  Md.  Under  the  system  pre¬ 
vailing  from  then  until  1868,  there  was 
a  form  of  peonage  in,  my  State.  Even 
after  Abraham  Lincoln  had  done  his 
share  and  after  the  American  people  had 
acted  to  the  extent  of  killing  their  own 
brothers,  fathers,  and  other  relatives  in 
the  awful  War  Between  the  States,  and 
had  liberated  the  vast  numbers  of  hu¬ 
man  beings  who  had  been  held  in  slav¬ 
ery,  there  was  peonage  in  my  State.  Bear 
in  mind,  Mr.  President,  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  flag  was  raised  over  the  old  palace 
of  the  Spanish  governors,  at  Santa  Fe, 
N.  Mex.,  by  General  Kearny,  of  the  Mis¬ 
souri  troops,  who  started  in  1846  from 
Independence,  Mo.,  the  State  represented 
in  part  here  in  the  Senate  by  my  friend 
the  junior  Senator  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Hennings]  .  From  that  time  until  now 
it  has  been  the  purpose  of  the  people  of 
my  State  to  be  as  proud  as  they  can  be 
of  the  noble  past,  under  different  gov¬ 
ernments,  but  prouder  still  of  doing  their 
share  to  contribute  to  carrying  on  the 
Anglo-Saxon  ideal  and  the  American 
concept  of  government  as  outlined  in  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

In  1868,  through  legislation  enacted  by 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States,  New 
Mexico  legalized  peonage.  I  know 
whereof  I  speak.  I  still  remember  hav¬ 
ing  seen  in  my  grandmother’s  home  old 
Navajo  Indians  who  had  been  peons 
under  that  system.  I  desire  to  do  every¬ 
thing  I  possibly  can  for  the  American 
farmer,  to  stabilize  his  industry  and  to 
stabilize  his  labor.  But,  Mr.  President, 
the  pending  measure  would  bring  back 
the  things  which  Lincoln  did  away  with, 
and  would  bring  about  peonage  in  my 
State  and  in  certain  other  areas  of  the 
United  States.  I  do  not  want  that.  That 
is  my  only  reason  for  being  opposed  to 
the  provisions  contained  in  Senate  bill 
984,  as  reported  to  the  Senate.  It  is  not 
because  I  do  not  want  the  American 
farmer  to  get  labor  promptly  when  he 
needs  it. 

In  times  like  these,  about  which  the 
Senator  from  Ohio,  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut,  and  other  Senators  who 
participated  in  the  earlier  debate,  were 
speaking,  when  the  country  is  confused 
both  domestically  and  internationally,  I, 
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for  one,  believe  that  it  behooves  us, 
especially  those  charged  with  legislative 
responsibilities,  to  recall  and  more  than 
ever  to  ponder  the  oath  of  office  which 
we  took  when  we  became  Senators. 
From  day  to  day  we  read  statements  in 
the  press  by  members  of  the  administra¬ 
tion,  by  members  of  political  parties,  by 
members  of  other  legislative  or  admin¬ 
istrative  bodies,  and  even  of  judicial 
bodies,  pleading  for  economy,  pleading 
for  a  return  to  our  way  of  life,  pleading 
for  the  protection  of  American  interests 
and  the  doing  of  the  things  which  will 
preserve  our  way  of  life. 

Mr.  President,  I  do  not  happen  to  be 
of  Anglo-Saxon  descent,  but  in  my 
conscience  I  believe  and  accept  every 
iota  of  the  Declaration  of  Independence 
and  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  I  know  the  philosophy  of  our 
political  government.  I  know  about 
Runnymede,  and  about  King  John.  I 
know  the  Anglo-Saxon  efforts  to  obtain 
liberty.  I  do  not  desire  to  lose  any  of 
the  principles  which  are  outlined  in  our 
Constitution  and  which  pertain  to  our 
way  of  life.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I 
am  opposed  to  the  pending  bill.  In  ad¬ 
ministering  the  oath  of  office  of  which  I 
speak,  the  oath  which  I  have  taken  upon 
four  different  occasions  at  the  rostrum 
of  this  noble  body,  representing  our 
ideals  and  our  philosophies,  the  following 
question  is  asked  : 

Do  you  solemnly  swear  that  you  will  sup¬ 
port  and  defend  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  against  all  enemies,  foreign 
and  domestic;  that  you  will  bear  true  faith 
and  allegiance  to  the  same;  that  you  take 
this  obligation  freely,  without  any  mental 
reservation  or  purpose  of  evasion;  and  that 
you  will  well  and  faithfully  discharge  the 
duties  of  the  office  on  which  you  are  about 
to  enter:  So  help  you  God? 

Each  time  that  question  has  been  pro¬ 
pounded  to  me,  as  I  stood  upon  the  ros¬ 
trum  of  the  Senate,  I  have  said,  with 
serious  intent,  “I  do.”  With  that  oath 
in  mind,  I  stand  before  the  Senate  today 
with  a  clear  conscience,  saying  that  in 
my  opinion  the  passage  of  the  pending 
bill,  as  reported  to  the  Senate,  would 
violate  that  oath.  Therefore,  I  oppose  it. 

It  is  my  purpose  to  use  that  oath  of 
office,  and  certain  of  the  remarks  made 
yesterday  by  my  good  friend,  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  in  furthering  the  American 
way  of  life,  and  as  my  theme  in  opposing 
the  Ellender  bill  as  reported  to  the 
Senate. 

It  should  be  strictly  understood  that  I 
want  farm  labor  to  be  stabilized,  not 
only  for  the  benefit  of  labor  but  also  for 
the  benefit  of  the  farmers  who  employ 
it.  In  my  opinion  the  pending  bill  would 
operate  to  the  benefit  of  neither.  In 
the  first  place,  the  bill  is  a  haphazard 
attempt  to  help  the  farmer,  and,  while 
it  is  perfectly  true  that  under  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill,  certain  advantages  will  be  gained 
by  the  farmers  of  certain  sections  of  the 
country  who  will  use  some  of  the  im¬ 
ported  workers,  the  Americaif  farmers  as 
a  whole  will  be  benefited  not  at  all. 
The  farm  laborer  will  be  helped  in  no 
way  whatever. 

In  my  opinion,  the  legislation  proposed 
would  be  most  detrimental.  I  should  like 


to  invite  the  attention  of  my  good  friend 
from  North  Dakota,  whose  noble  heart 
I  know  has  beat  for  the  things  which 
Americans  love,  to  the  fact  that  in  my 
opinion,  the  enactment  of  the  proposed 
legislation  would  be  detrimental  to  the 
best  interests  of  the  American  people, 
because  once  we  commence  to  use  a  type 
of  labor  which  lives  contrary  to  Amer¬ 
ican  standards  and  contrary  to  what  we 
think  is  our  way  of  living,  business 
will  be  bound  to  suffer;  and  farming  is 
a  business. 

How  will  any  farmer  in  any  State  of 
the  Union  be  better  off  with  a  class  of 
laborers  who  actually  come  as  beggars 
into  the  country  to  compete  with  men 
who  demand  a  good  breakfast  and  a  good 
dinner?  Farmers  still  call  the  noonday 
meal  dinner;  it  is  not  luncheon.  The 
farmer  likes  to  send  his  children  to 
school,  and  he  likes  to  buy  them  a  pair 
of  shoes  now  and  then.  This  is  a  seri¬ 
ous  question.  The  farmer  himself  would 
be  bound  to  suffer.  I  never  knew  of  a 
city  or  a  hamlet  in  this  country  that 
prospered  in  representing  the  American 
way  of  life  when  starvation  wages  were 
paid  to  persons  who  did  not  understand 
our  way  of  life. 

Mr.  President,  I  invite  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  to  one  of  our  agreements 
with  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  I  wish  to 
bring  it  to  the  attention  of  my  good 
friend  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  who, 
I  am  sure,  as  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  is  acting,  in  an  effort  to  carry  out 
his  responsibility,  in  the  best  of  faith 
and  with  the  highest  degree  of  integrity. 
I  should  like  to  bring  it  to  the  attention 
of  the  Senator  from  Maine,  also,  before 
he  leaves. 

Several  years  ago  the  people  of  this 
country  became  concerned  about  the 
hoof-and-mouth  disease  below  the 
border.  There  was  reason  for  their  con¬ 
cern.  The  people  on  this  side  of  the 
border  would  have  suffered  intensely, 
both  economically  and  otherwise,  if  that 
terrible  disease  had  been  left  uncon¬ 
trolled.  But  again,  Congress,  trying  to 
protect  the  American  way  of  life,  made 
available  millions  of  dollars.  May  I  ask 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  if  he  knows 
how  many  millions  of  dollars  were  made 
available  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  recall,  it  was 

$120,000,000. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  money  was  made 
available  in  order  to  control  the  hoof- 
and-mouth  disease,  which  affects  cattle. 
The  taxpayers’  dollars  were  used  in  an 
attempt  to  control  that  disease.  I  be¬ 
lieve  we  acted  with  wisdom,  and  our 
friendly  neighbor  republic  has  coop¬ 
erated  100  percent  in  order  to  eradicate 
and  control  that  infectious  disease.  It 
was  money  well  spent. 

It  is  my  considered  opinion,  having 
had  first-hand  infornlation  in  dealing 
with  the  type  of  labor  proposed  to  be 
imported  under  the  terms  of  the  bill,  that 
the  effects  of  the  influx  of  the  cheap 
labor  on  the  social,  economic,  and  po¬ 
litical  life  of  our  people  would  be  worse 
and  more  detrimental,  and  would  do 
more  damage,  than  could  result  from  the 
hoof-and-mouth  disease.  Under  this  bill 
we  are  not  dealing  with  an  infected  cow ; 
we  are  dealing  with  what  is  sacred  to 


the  American  way  of  life.  We  are  deal¬ 
ing  with  our  social  structure;  we  are 
dealing  with  our  political  structure,  and 
for  that  reason  I,  for  one,  cannot  in  con¬ 
science  support  the  bill. 

The  only  effect  to  be  accomplished  by 
the  bill  would  be  to  undo  many  of  the 
constructive  advances  achieved  by  the 
great  Lincoln,  for  example,  many  of  the 
good  results  which  came  from  the  sacri¬ 
fices  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  lives  in 
the  First  and  Second  World  Wars,  and 
the  things  for  which  American  boys  in 
Korea  are  dying.  They  would  be  de¬ 
stroyed  by  this  piece  of  proposed  legis¬ 
lation.  Its  only  effect  will  be  to  sabotage 
the  American  way  of  thinking,  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  American  labor.  I  may  be 
wrong,  but  I  try  to  be  honest  about  it. 
My  good  friend  the  senior  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  George]  knows  that  I  am 
supposed  to  be  one  of  the  so-called  lib¬ 
erals  in  this  body  who  likes  to  feel  that 
he  is  contributing  something  to  what  will 
be  to  the  advantage  of  humanity.  I,  for 
one,  used  to  think  that  the  Department 
of  Labor,  the  Department  of  Agriculture, 
and  even  the  Department  of  State,  were 
liberal,  but  I  am  disappointed  with  them 
because  they  have  paid  so  little  attention 
to  the  citizenship  which  those  depart¬ 
ments  represent,  and  seem  to  be  attempt¬ 
ing  to  bring  about  a  condition  in  the 
United  States  whereby  peonage,  which 
has  not  prevailed  in  my  State  since  1868, 
will  again  be  brought  into  being. 

A  subcommittee  of  the  Committee  on 
Appropriations  held  hearings  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  Federal  Security  and  the 
Department  of  Labor  appropriation  bill. 
We  heard  Mr.  Goodwin,  of  the  Employ¬ 
ment  Service,  which  is  supposed  to  be 
established  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
employment  for  American  citizens.  It  is 
disgusting,  Mr.  President,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  the  millions  of  dollars  made  available 
for  that  purpose,  how  little  that  agency 
knows  about  the  availability  of  American 
citizens  who  want  to  work,  even  at  hard 
labor,  even  at  stooping  jobs.  I  am  dis¬ 
appointed  with  the  Department  of  Labor 
in  that  particular  respect.  Of  course,  we 
can  expect  anything  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State. 

I  know  there  are  in  the  Southwestern 
States  many  fine  citizens,  including 
farmers,  who  sincerely  believe  that  they 
will  derive  benefits  if  this  bill  is  enacted. 
I  fear  it  will  be  at  the  expense  of  hu¬ 
man  misery. 

I  want  the  Senator  from  New  York,  the 
Senator  from  Rhode  Island,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Wisconsin  to  hear  this.  Some 
few  farmers  will  receive  benefit,  but  it 
will  be  at  the  expense  of  human  misery. 
It  will  be  when  peonage  comes  back.  It 
will  be  when  the  American  way  of  life  is 
retarded  from  making  progress. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  the  Mexican 
border.  My  folks  have  been  living  on 
the  border  for  400  years.  I  know  how 
peonage  works.-  I  know  what  happens 
along  the  border.  The  bill  will  not  help 
the  wheat  grower  in  the  State  of  my 
good  friend  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Wherry].  It  will  not  help  the  wheat 
grower  in  the  State  of  my  good  friend 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Langer].  It 
will  not  help  the  farmer  in  Ohio  or  in 
Maine.  The  bill  will  help  only  a  small 


No.  76 - 4 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  April  27 


4594 

section  along  the  border,  where  for  three 
Mexican  cents  a  person  can  come  to  my 
State  in  5  minutes.  That  is  whom  the 
bill  will  help.  It  will  not  help  the 
American  farmer.  The  farmers,  and  a 
few  at  that,  who  use  the  starving  and 
needy  people  and  cheap  labor  will  get 
the  advantage.  In  the  long  run  that 
advantage  will  be  dissipated  by  the  dis¬ 
astrous  effects  of  what  comes  afterward. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  distinguished  Senator  says  he 
is  disappointed  with  what  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  has  done,  in  view  of  some 
of  the  other  speeches  I  have  heard  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  by  my  great 
liberal  friend  from  New  Mexico,  and  in 
view  of  the  praise  he  gave  to  Abraham 
Lincoln,  why  does  he  not  move  over  to 
this  side  of  the  aisle  and  joint  the  Re¬ 
publican  Party,  the  party  which  has  been 
the  friend  of  the  poor  man,  which  has 
been  against  peonage,  and  which  is  the 
real  party  of  progress? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  answer  the  ques¬ 
tion  by  saying  that  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  has  finally  come  back 
home.  Let  me  invite  the  attention  of 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  to  the 
fact  that  in  the  State  of  North  Dakota 
there  are  many  Indians,  as  there  are 
elsewhere  in  the  United  States.  I  in¬ 
quired  from  Mr.  Goodwin,  of  the  employ¬ 
ment  section  of  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor,  what  he  had  done  in  the  way  of  in¬ 
vestigating  whether  that  class  of' labor 
was  available  to  the  people  who  needed 
to  be  protected  under  the  provisions  of 
the  bill.  Not  a  thing  had  been  done, 
Mr.  President.  Let  me  go  further  than 
that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  seeking  infor¬ 
mation.  The  bill  adds  a  new  title  to  the 
Agricultural  Act,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Heretofore  has  there 
been  any  legislation  of  this  character 
presented  to  the  committee? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  We  have  had 
some  understandings  between  foreign 
governments  and  our  counti’y. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  On  a  treaty  basis? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  This  is  the  first 
time  that  one  particular  foreign  coun¬ 
try  has  been  picked  out.  The  sole  rea¬ 
son  for  it  is  that  there  are  needy  peo¬ 
ple  who  would  do  the  work.  As  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  fact,  one  Senator  said  yesterday 
that  under  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
more  wages  could  be  paid  to  an  imported 
laborer  than  to  an  American  who  lived 
in  the  area  and  was  available. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  notice  that  as  the 
bill  was  originally  drawn  it  included: 

Foreign  countries  within  the  Western 
Hemisphere  (pursuant  to  arrangements  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  such  countries) 
or  from  Hawaii  or  Puerto  Rico. 

That  section  is  now  confined  to  the 
Republic  of  Mexico. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  I  am  not  im¬ 
pugning  the  motive  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Why  was  the  provi¬ 
sion  stricken?  Why  was  the  arrange¬ 
ment  limited  to  Mexico? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  answer  the  ques¬ 
tion.  Knowing  the  border  as  I  do,  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  was  stricken  because  the  desire 
was  to  confine  the  bill  to  peons. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  it  included  other 
countries,  such  as  Jamaica,  the  workers 
could  complain.  The  workers  would 
certainly  go  to  His  Majesty’s  consul  and 
complain.  The  starving  peons  can  be 
dealt  with  in  another  way.  It  was  self¬ 
ishness  and  greed  somewhere. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  in 
answer  to  the  question  propounded  by 
my  good  friend  from  Nebraska,  I  will 
say  that  the  reason  why  the  proposed 
legislation  is  necessary  is  that  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico  has  refused  to  allow  its 
citizens  to  enter  into  agreements  with 
employers  in  this  country  of  the  kind 
that  now  prevail  with  workers  from  Ja¬ 
maica,  the  Bahamas,  and  other  coun¬ 
tries.  Without  the  enactment  of  the  bill, 
we  cannot  obtain  in  a  legal  manner  the 
Mexican  labor  we  need. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  another  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  We  have  heretofore 
taken  in  Mexican  labor,  have  we  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  was  done  under 
an  agreement.  I  pointed  out  previously 
that  an  agreement  was  entered  into  in 
1948.  It  was  renewed  in  1949.  The 
agreement  will  expire  on  June  30  of  this 
year.  Unless  the  bill  is  enacted  into  law, 
the  officials  of  the  Government  of  Mexico 
say  they  will  not  enter  into  any  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  importation  of  Mexican 
labor  which  continues  the  present  terms 
and  conditions. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  to  my  good 
friend  from  Nebraska  that  the  point  I 
am  trying  to  make  is  that  American 
labor  is  available.  I  shall  prove  it  to  the 
entire  satisfaction  of  anyone  who  cares 
to  listen.  American  labor  is  available. 
I  made  the  statement  a  little  while  ago 
that  if  we  could  spend  $120,000,000  for 
the  protection  of  American  cattle  from 
the  hoof  and  mouth  disease  in  old  Mex¬ 
ico,  it  behooves  .us  to  protect  American 
labor.  We  should  protect  Indians  and 
our  own  citizens  all  over  the  country. 
I  wish  to  submit  some  figures  from  the 
statistical  departments  oij  our  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  show  such  is  not  being  done. 

Mr.  ELLENDER  and  Mr.  LANGER  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  no  objection  to 
Mexicans.  I  go  out  among  them  more 
than  anyone  else  in  the  Senate,  I  be¬ 
lieve.  However,  I  still  believe  that  the 
man  in  New  Mexico,  perhaps  the  father 
of  a  boy  who  died  in  Korea,  should  have 
an  opportunity,  if  he  wants  it,  to  get  at 
least  some  stoop  labor. 

Mr.  LANGER  and  Mr.  WHERRY  ad¬ 
dressed  the  Chair. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  first  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Nebraska. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  the  po¬ 
sition  taken  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  relative  to  the 
sufficiency  of  American  labor.  I  have 
been  reading  the  reports  of  the  hearings 
of  the  committee.  We  have  contracts 
with  other  countries.  We  get  labor  from 
the  Bahamas  and  from  other  countries 
without  such  legislation;  do  we  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  labor  is  ob¬ 
tained  in  accordance  with  present  law, 
and  that  could  be  done  in  the  case  of 
Mexico  if  the  Mexican  Government 
would  agree  to  continue  the  agreements 
which  were  entered  into  in  1948  and  ex¬ 
tended  in  1949.  However,  the  Mexican 
Government  refuses  to  do  so  unless  cer¬ 
tain  guaranties  are  made.  Such  guaran¬ 
ties  are  incorporated  in  the  bill  now  be¬ 
ing  considered. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Prior  to  this  time  the 
Government  had  not  come  into  the  pic¬ 
ture  at  all,  so  far  as  making  any  guar¬ 
anties  was  concerned. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Why  is  it  necessary  at 
this  time?  We  do  not  not  do  it  with 
respect  to  other  countries. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Because  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Government  insists  upon  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  do  they  insist 
upon  that  has  not  been  given  them  in 
prior  contracts? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  they  insist  on, 
first,  is  a  guaranty  by  some  agency  of 
our  Government  that  there  will  be  full 
compliance  with  the  contract  between 
the  employer  and  the  worker,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  in  guaranteeing  wages,  guaran¬ 
teeing  transportation,  subsistence,  and 
so  forth. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Have  we  ever  experi¬ 
enced  any  trouble  with  such  importa¬ 
tions  of  labor  from  other  countries? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No ;  we  have  not. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  For  the  life  of  me  I 
cannot  sefe  why  it  is  necessary  to  bring 
the  Government  into  the  picture. 

Mi-.  ELLENDER.  The  main  reason  is 
the  need  to  control  the  so-called  wetback 
problem,  with  which  I  am  sure  the  Sena¬ 
tor  is  conversant.  To  my  way  of  think¬ 
ing,  the  proposed  legislation  would  go 
a  long  way  in  solving  the  wetback 
problem. 

I  should  like  to  ask  my  distinguished 
friend  from  New  Mexico  a  question. 
Under  the  program  now  existing  was  not 
the  number  of  Mexican  workers  re¬ 
quested  for  employment  in  New  Mexico 
17,636  and  the  number  actually  con¬ 
tracted  for  work  there  12,978? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  should  like  to  ask 
my  distinguished  friend  if  the  farmers 
of  his  State  could  plant  and  harvest 
their  crops,  and  do  everything  concerned 
with  them  without  this  Mexican  labor? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  thinks  he  puts  me  on  the  spot 
in  that  particular  respect - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  not  attempting 
to  put  the  Senator  on  the  spot  at  all.  . 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  vote  on  the 
basis  of  expediency,  I  will  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana.  It  is  true  that 
we  have  imported  many  workers.  Not 
only  is  that  true,  but  many  who  were 
here  illegally,  and  who  are  known  as 
wetbacks,  were  also  employed. 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  bill  would  pro¬ 
hibit  employment  of  wetbacks  under  this 
program. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  at  the  same  time 
employers  were  hiring  that  class  of 
people,  either  legally  or  illegally,  an  ef¬ 
fort  was  being  made  to  get  the  people  of 
the  eastern  section  of  the  United  States 
excited  because  the  Navajos  in  my  State 
were  starving.  Many  of  the  people  of 
my  State,  who  have  been  there  for  years, 
have  relatives  in  every  military  camp 
throughout  the  world.  The  relatives  of 
many  citizens  of  New  Mexico  have  died 
in  Korea.  Many  of  the  citizens  of  my 
State  are  unemployed  because  foreign 
labor  can  be  hired  for  from  70  to  80 
cents  a  day.  That  is  the  reason,  and  the 
only  reason. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  what  is  it 
that  Mexico  is  asking  for  which  is  not 
reasonable?  Mexico  wants  her  citizens 
to  come  to  the  United  State  3  and  work, 
provided  they  are  treated  decently. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Provided  they  receive 
traveling  expenses  and  sufficient  wages 
so  that  they  can  live  like  decent  human 
beings. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  Let 
me  say  to  the  Stenator  that  I  am  for  that. 
But  notwithstanding  that  I  am  for  all 
that,  and  notwithstanding  the  fact  that 
I  want  to  import  laborers  when  we  need 
them,  still  I  say  that  if  American  labor 
Is  available  it  is  our  duty  to  see  that 
our  labor  is  employed.  We  have  billions 
of  dollars  of  expenses  every  year.  What 
is  wrong  about  a  poor  Indian  from  the 
Navajo  Reservation,  or  a  citizen  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  or  of  any  other  State  who  needs 
work,  having  a  priority?  Of  course,  if 
labor  were  not  available  here,  I  would 
want  to  import  it  from  Mexico,  Jamaica, 
or  elsewhere,  but  under  the  conditions 
outlined  by  the  Senator  from.  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  am  not  a  member 
of  the  committee,  but,  as  I  understand, 
Mexico  refuses  to  enter  into  such  an 
agreement  unless  there  are  certain  guar¬ 
anties. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
our  Government  ought  to  give  those 
guaranties  if  the  labor  is  to  come  in 
at  all. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  If  it 
comes  in  at  all,  I  want  those  guaranties 
given.  But  before  either  Mexicans,  Ja¬ 
maicans,  or  laborers  from  any  other  for¬ 
eign  country  are  permitted  to  come  in, 
we  should  protect  American  labor.  We 
protect  American  cattle.  I  think  it  is 
not  asking  too  much  to  ask  that  we 
protect  American  labor. 

Mr.  LANGER.  The  senior  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  thoroughly  agrees 
with  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  and 
compliments  him  for  putting  up  this 
fight. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  one  point  to 
which  I  should  like  to  call  attention. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  a  moment. 

The  point  to  which  I  wish  to  call  at¬ 
tention  is  the  question  of  available  labor. 
The  wheat  grower  in  North  Dakota 
should  have  labor  to  harvest  his  crops. 
The  beet  grower  in  Montana,  Wyoming, 
Colorado,  or  Utah  should  have  labor.  I 
am  for  that.  But  what  is  the  picture? 

I  ask  Senators  to  try  to  visualize  the  sit¬ 
uation.  I  know  that  one  Senator  who 
follows  the  question  very  closely  is  the 
Senator  from  Montana  [Mr.  Murray], 

Consider  the  millions  of  dollars  we  ap¬ 
propriated  last  year  for  unemployment 
compensation.  The  amount  was  $172,- 
000,000.  Why  did  we  do  that?  If  no 
local  labor  is  unemployed,  why  do  we 
spend  $172,000,000  a  year  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  taxpayers’  money?  That  tells  the 
story  of  itself.  We  spent  $172,000,000 
for  unemployment  compensation.  Yet 
it  is  said  that  labor  is  not  available. 
Some  employers  do  not  try  to  obtain 
American  labor.  Neither  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  nor  the  Indian  Bureau, 
nor  the  Department  of  Agriculture  tries 
to  get  it;  and  that  is  my  complaint.  The 
Senator  from  Colorado  [Mr.  Johnson] 
has  Indians  in  his  State  who  need  em¬ 
ployment,  and  the  same  thing  is  true  of* 
Indians  everywhere.  Instead  of  feeling 
sorry  for  the  poor  Indian  and  trying  to 
find  employment  for  him,  we  appropriate 
Tnoney  for  unemployment  compensation. 
During  my  short  time  in  Congress  I  have 
seen  the  appropriations  for  the  Indian 
Bureau  go  up  from  $22,000,000  to  $56,- 
000,000.  Is  it  not  better  to  give  a  poor 
Indian  employment  than  to  pay  him 
unemployment  compensation?  He  is 
human  and  patriotic. 

Senators  have  seen  the  picture  of  the 
flag  being  raised  at  Iwo  Jima.  A  little 
Indian  boy  was  there.  Why  should  not 
his  father  and  his  brother  be  able  to 
obtain  employment?  They  are  willing 
to  do  stoop  labor.  At  Grants  and  at 
Bluewater,  where  carrots  are  raised,  the 
poor.  Navajos  are  doing  stoop  labor. 
They  are  earning  money,  but  they  are  not 
held  down  to  70  or  80  cents  a  day. 

Do  Senators  know  what  would  happen 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill?  Yes-  ' 
terday  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
stated  that  a  contract  will  be  entered 
into  between  the  employer  and  the 
Mexican  laborers  who  can  neither  read 
nor  write.  They  are  hungry.  They 
have  probably  worked  most  of  their  lives 
for  50  cents  a  day,  Mexican.  They  are 
coming  into  competition  with  our  Amer¬ 
ican  way  of  life,  and  will  be  dealing,  for 
example,  with  a  farmer  who  raises  3,000 
bales  of  cotton  a  year  for  which  he  re¬ 
ceives  45  cents  a  pound.  One  of  the 
greatest  characteristics  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  is  his  spirit  of  fair  play.  He  likes 
to  meet  one  at  arm’s  length.  But  what 
chance  would  that  poor  Mexican  laborer 
have  with  a  ruthless  and  greedy  em¬ 
ployer?  How  could  he  attain  to  the 
American  standard  of  living? 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  am  very  glad  indeed 
that,  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  in  the 
Chamber.  Does  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  find  anything  in  the  pending  bill 


which  gives  assurance  that  prevailing 
rates  of  wages  in  the  areas  in  which  the 
work  will  be  performed  will  be  paid? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Does  the  Senator 
know  of  any  way  in  which  the  laborers 
who  come  from  Mexico  or  elsewhere  can 
be  protected  in  their  right  to  receive 
wages  at  the  prevailing  rates? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  they  come  in,  I  want 
them  to  come  under  the  conditions  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  New  York. 
But  that  is  not  the  point  I  am  trying 
to  make  now.  The  point  I  am  trying 
to  make  now  is  that  we  have  millions 
of  laborers  in  our  own  country  who 
should  be  taken  care  of  first. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  fully  agree  with  the 
distinguished  Senator,  but  I  am  very 
much  concerned  about  the  fact  that  if 
lesser  wages  are  paid  inevitably  that  will 
bring  about  a  breakdown  in  other  wages. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
to  read  from  a  contract. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  beg  the  Senator’s 
pardon. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  contract  is  be¬ 
tween  a  man  named  Bonifacio  Ramirez 
Servin  and  the  Fullerton  Mutual  Orange 
Association.  Here  we  have  the  items.  He 
was  charged  10-percent  deduction,  $3.25. 
Board,  $5.25.  Board,  $10.50.  Advance, 
$10.  He  received  a  check  for  a  total  of 
$3.50.  It  is  wrong  that  such  a  thing 
should  be  done  iiftAmerica.  I  think  it 
is  indecent  that  the  worker  should  be 
treated  in  that  manner. 

Mr.  'ELLENDER.  Is  that  a  Mexican 
contract? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  what  year? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  June  12,  1948. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  contract  has 
since  been  changed.  They  are  now  oper¬ 
ating  under  a  new  contract. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  the  next  time  he 
may  receive  $3.75  instead  of  $3.50. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  First  I  wish  to  say 
to  the  Senator  from  New  York  that  I 
shall  submit  an  amendment  when 
amendments  to  the  bill  are  being  con¬ 
sidered,  which  will  include  provision  for 
employment  at  prevailing  wages  in  the 
particular  occupation  and  the  particular 
area.  Each  of  those  are  important 
points. 

I  should  also  like  to  point  out  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  that  what  he 
is  basically  discussing,  which  is  so  im¬ 
portant,  is  the  over-all  migratory  farm- 
Tabor  problem.  The  importation  of  Mex¬ 
ican  labor  is  a  facet  of  that  problem. 
It  is  a  part  of  it.  It  is  a  part  which  was 
discussed  in  the  report  of  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Migratory  Labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  and  I  may  say  to 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  told  us  yes¬ 
terday  that  that  report  had  not  been 
made  available,  nor  did  the  committee 
consider  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  committee  ac¬ 
tion  was  taken  before  the  report  was 
made  available. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  but  even  after  the 
report  had  been  made  the  committee  did 
not  discuss  it  or  consider  it. 
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Mi-.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to  ob¬ 
serve  that  what  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  is  pointing  out,  and  very  prop¬ 
erly,  is  that  insofar  as  the  committee  bill 
is  concerned,  under  the  terms  of  our 
agreement  with  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment,  in  the  contract  certain  guaran¬ 
ties  will  be  made  to  the  employees,  which 
are  a  decided  improvement  over  what 
they  have  had  heretofore.  I  do  not  think 
anyone  can  deny  that.  The  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  has  done  a  great  service  in  that 
respect. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  he  has,  and  I  think 
he  ought  to  be  commended  for  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  guaranties 
which  are  made  in  contracts  made  with 
Mexican  laborers  in  terms  of  burial  ex¬ 
penses,  medical  care,  subsistence,  and  so 
forth,  are  not  made  to  our  own  Ameri¬ 
can  migratory  workers.  In  other  words, 
it  is  entirely  possible  to  have  a  surplus 
of  labor  in  one  area  of  the  country  and 
a  demand  for  labor  in  another  area.  Yet 
under  the  provisions  of  the  bill  Ameri¬ 
can  migratory  workers  receive  none  of 
the  treatment,  none  of  the  care  provided 
under  the  terms  of  a  contract  with  a 
Mexican  worker.  I  do  not  think  the  bill 
is  a  bad  bill.  I  commend  the  members 
of  the  committee  for  the  diligent  work 
they  have  done  in  connection  with  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  an  improvement 
over  what  has  prevailed  heretofore. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  as  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has  pointed  out,  and 
as  the  President’s  Commission  has 
pointed  out,  the  first  task  is  to  make 
positively  sure  that  every  opportunity  is 
given  for  employment  to  our  own  do¬ 
mestic  supply  of  labor  under  proper 
working  conditions  and  at  an  equitable 
rate  of  wages.  The  Indians  such,  for 
example,  as  the  Navajos,  or  any  other 
group,  certainly  should  come  within  the 
provisions  of  any  kind  of  a  labor  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  Let  me  refer  to 
some  other  groups.  Possibly  some  Sena¬ 
tors  may  not  agree  with  me,  but  I  shall 
try  to  give  the  Senate  factual  informa¬ 
tion.  In  1898  the  gods  of  war  landed 
Schley  in  Puerto  Rico.  We  do  not  have 
to  discuss  the  merits  of  that  matter 
whatsoever.  Puerto  Rico  is  an  island  of 
3,600  square  miles,  with  a  population  of 
2,500,000.  I  feel  they  are  patriotic 
people.  Notwithstanding  their  back¬ 
ground,  and  with  their  history  of  asso¬ 
ciation  with  America  for  only  50  short 
years,  they  want  to  be  accepted  as  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens,  and  this  Government  took 
definite  action  when  it  passed  the  Jones 
law  in  1918  and  made  them  citizens. 

A  few  short  weeks  ago  I  saw  in  the 
Washington  Evening  Star  the  picture  of 
an  amputee  at  Walter  Reed  Hospital. 
Two  of  his  legs  were  gone.  His  right 
arm  was  gone.  He  was  still  smiling, 
however.  He  was  a  Puerto  Rican.  Can 
Senator  of  the  United  States  under  their 
oaths  say  that  we  do  not  owe  a  duty  to 
that  boy’s  mother?  Some  good  people 
of  Baltimore  collected  money  so  his 
mother  could  make  the  journey  to  visit 
her  son  in  an  American  military  hospital. 
Are  the  Puerto  Ricans  properly  pro¬ 
tected?  Should  we  import  labor  when 
we  have  labor  of  that  type  available?  I 
ask  that  question  in  all  sincerity  and 
justice. 


Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  should  like  to  draw 
the  Senator’s  attention  to  the  fact  that 
I  have  submitted  an  amendment  to  this 
bill  which  would  include  the  citizens  of 
Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii,  and  I  very  much 
hope  it  will  be  adopted.  But  I  have  not 
received  an  answer  yet  with  regard  to 
any  assurance  that  prevailing  rates  of 
wages  will  be  paid.  May  I  explain  to  the 
Senator  my  particular  concern  about 
that?  It  has  been  my  experience  that 
any  breakdown  of  labor  standards  usu¬ 
ally  means  that  the  standards  of  all  the 
labor  within  the  area  sinks  to  the  stand¬ 
ards  of  the  lowest  paid. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  the  point  I  am 
raising. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Therefore  I  believe  it 
is  extremely  important  to  maintain  and 
to  be  sure  we  are  maintaining  the  pre¬ 
vailing  rates  of  wages  in  any  area  in 
which  these  men  will  work. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  call  attention  to 
the  provision  in  section  501,  on  page  3  of 
the  bill,  which  obligates  the  United 
States  “to  guarantee  the  performance  by 
employers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts 
relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the 
furnishing  of  transportation.” 

As  a  result  of  the  discussion  in  Mexico 
City— and  I  have  the  proceedings  before 
me,  but  I  shall  not  go  into  detail  with 
respect  to  them — it  was  agreed  that  any 
contract  entered  into  should  contain  a 
guaranty  that  prevailing  wages  will  be 
paid.  Such  a  provision  is  included  in  the 
contracts  which  are  now  in  force.  It  is 
an  improvement  over  that  contained  in 
the  contracts  in  force  in  1948.  Yester¬ 
day  I  read  this  clause  from  the  contract 
into  the  Record: 

4.  Payment  of  wages. 

This,  as  I  said,  is  a  provision  in  the 
contract  which  now  exists,  or  that  is  in 
force,  between  the  employers  in  this 
country  and  workers  who  come '  from 
Mexico  : 

The  employer  shall  pay  the  worker  the 
prevailing  wage  rate  paid  to  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  for  similar  work,  and  in  the 
manner  paid  within  the  area  of  employ¬ 
ment,  or  the  rate  specified  on  the  last  page 
of  this  contract,  whichever  is  the  greater. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  It 
would  be  well  if  in  practice  it  would  work 
in  that  way.  But  what  is  referred  to  as 
a  prevailing  wage  is  an  historic  prevail¬ 
ing  wage. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  can  the  Sena¬ 
tor  say  that,  when  the  language  used  in 
the  contract  is  that — 

The  employer  shall  pay  the  worker  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  paid  to  domestic  agricultural 
workers — ■ 

Not  the  wage  paid  to  wetbacks,  as  the 
Senator  indicates. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  A  domestic  worker  of 
necessity  would  have  earned  less  and 
would  receive  less  if  cotton  were  selling 
for  14  cents  a  pound  than  if  cotton  was 
selling  for  45  cents  a  pound,  as  it  is  now. 
That  is  the  only  difference.  The  lan¬ 
guage  of  this  proposal  is  not  “prevailing 
wage  of  the  moment.” 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
that  clause  is  to  be  in  the  contract  which 
is  to  be  entered  into  between  the  workers 
and  the  employers,  I  wonder  what  ob¬ 
jection  there  would  be  to  including  it  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  yield - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Among  some  of  the 
objections  to  the  inclusion  in  the  bill  of 
the  clause  to  which  the  Senator  from 
New  York  has  referred  is  that  the  con¬ 
tract  entered  into  between  the  Mexican 
worker  and  the  employer  might  have  to 
provide  for  a  larger  wage  than  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wage,  in  order  to  entice  the  Mexi¬ 
can  worker  to  come  into  the  United 
States  to  work  and  legislative  action 
might  be  required  to  change  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  contract  in  that  respect. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  word  “entice”  is  the  correct  word  to 
be  used  in  that  connection. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly,  when  a 
worker  has  to  travel  miles  and  miles  to 
a  new  place  of  employment,  even  though 
his  travel  expenses  are  paid,  neverthe¬ 
less  he  has  other  expenses  which  reduce 
his  take-home  pay. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  all  that 
the  poor  slave  on  the  Mexican  side  of 
the  border  has  to  do  to  get  into  my  State 
is  to  get  three  Mexican  centavos  and 
contribute  them  to  Stone  &  Webster,  at 
the  bridge,  and  then  he  gets  across  the 
line. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  wonder  whether  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  fears  that  a  lim¬ 
itation  such  as  the  one  I  have  suggested 
would,  if  included  in  the  bill,  prevent 
the  use  of  additional  persuasion  to  get 
the  Mexicans  to  enter  our  country;  and 
I  wonder  whether  the  Senator  would 
have  any  objection  to  including  in  the 
bill  the  words  “at  least  equal  to  the  pre¬ 
vailing  rates  of  wages.”  That  would 
care  for  this  point. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
have  just  pointed  out,  under  the  bill 
our  Government  will  guarantee  to  the 
Mexican  worker  the  payment  of  his 
transportation  as  well  as  the  payment 
of  the  wages  agreed  to  in  the  contract. 
It  goes  without  saying  that  it  would  be 
desirable  to  have  the  exact  amount  fixed 
in  the  contract  should  the  question  arise 
as  to  what  is  the  amount  due. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Would  not  the  pow¬ 
ers  of  enforcement  be  strengthened  by 
writing  that  provision  directly  into  the 
law? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  believe  so. 
Some  workers  may  require  the  payment 
to  them  of  an  amount  greater  than  the 
prevailing  wage.  By  having  the  ar¬ 
rangement  for  the  exact  wage  set  forth 
in  the  contract  itself,  it  will  be  an  easy 
matter  to  determine  what  the  obliga¬ 
tion  is  in  the  way  of  payment  of  wages, 
if  and  when  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  or  any  agency  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  to  carry  out  its  guaranty 
that  such  wages  will  be  paid. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  First,  Mr.  President, 
let  me  say  that  what  makes  me  doubt¬ 
ful  about  the  satisfactory  working  of  the 
proposed  legislation  is  that  in  one 
breath  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
tells  the  Senator  from  New  York  about 
prevailing  wages,  but  in  the  next  breath 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  says 
there  might  be  cases  calling  for  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  specific  amounts.  In  my  opin¬ 
ion,  Mr.  President,  this  bill,  if  enacted, 
will  result  in  the  payment  of  specific 
amounts,  and  nothing  more — in  other 
words,  the  effort  will  be  to  get  the  work¬ 
ers  at  the  cheapest  possible  rate  or  for 
the  smallest  possible  amount. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  we  can 
clear  up  this  point.  I  recognize  that  in 
referring  to  the  contracts,  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  has  pointed  out  a  very 
significant  improvement  over  the  situa¬ 
tion  of  some  years  ago  in  our  relation¬ 
ships  with  Mexican  labor.  In  other 
words,  at  the  present  time  the  idea  is 
that  those  workers  will  be  paid  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wages,  and  a  provision  to  that 
effect  is  proposed  to  be  included  in  the 
contract  of  employment.  It  appears  to 
me  that  it  would  be  an  improvement  if 
we  included  in  this  proposed  legislation 
a  clause  to  the  effect  that  the  Mexican 
labor  transported  to  the  United  States 
for  purposes  of  agricultural  employment 
shall  be  paid  not  less  than  the  prevailing 
wages  in  the  particular  area,  because,  of 
course,  there  are  area  differentials. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Does  not  the  Senator 
mean  that  the  provision  should  be  that 
those  workers  should  be  paid  the  pres¬ 
ent  prevailing  wage? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  I  propose  that 
provision  be  made  for  the  payment  of 
“not  less  than  the  present  or  current 
prevailing  wages” — recognizing  the  area 
differentials  I  wish  to  emphasize  that 
point. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct;  there 
are  those  differences. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Would  not  it  be  pref¬ 
erable  to  use  the  words  “current  prevail¬ 
ing  wages”? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  will  yield - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  say  that  the 
result  of  including  the  provision  just 
suggested  would  be  to  fix  minimum  wages 
for  agricultural  labor,  although  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knows  that  Congress  has  refused  to 
do  so  on  many  occasions. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  this 
matter  does  not  involve  having  the  Con¬ 
gress  fix  minimum  wages,  because  the 
current  wage  scale  would  be  determined 
by  the  law  of  supply  and  demand  in  the 
particular  community. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes  in  the  local  area 
which  was  concerned. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes  in  the  local 
area.  I  am  not  proposing  that  we  make 
a  national  edict  that  the  wage  shall  be 
75  cents  an  hour  everywhere  in  the  coun¬ 
try,  because,  of  course,  the  wage  in  the 
sugar-beet  areas  may  be  different  from 
the  wage  in  the  cotton  areas,  and  so 


forth.  However,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
wage  paid  should  be  related  to  the  wage 
scale  in  the  particular  area  concerned. 

I  seek  the  friendly  cooperation  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  on  this  par¬ 
ticular  point,  because  I  think  the  provi¬ 
sion  to  which  I  have  referred  should  be 
included  in  the  bill, 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  have  pointed 
out,  and  as  the  Senator  has  indicated, 
the  wage  rates  in  different  areas  are  not 
the  same. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  think  it  would  be 
proper  to  let  each  contract  stand  on  its 
own  provisions,  and  not  require  by  law 
an  interpretation  by  a  department  of 
Government  as  to  what  the  prevailing 
wage  is  in  a  potential  area.  Doubtless 
when  a  contract  is  entered  into  between 
a  group  of  workers  and  a  group  of  em¬ 
ployers,  they  can  provide  in  the  contract 
that  the  wage  shall  be  a  certain  amount. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  But  should  not  we 
provide  that  the  wage  shall  not  be  less 
than  the  current  wage  for  such  employ¬ 
ment  in  that  area? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  then  we  would 
be  establishing  a  minimum  wage  for  for¬ 
eign  agricultural  labor  by  law,  and,  as 
the  Senator  knows,  the  Congress  has 
never  been  willing  to  establish  a  mini¬ 
mum  wage  for  our  own  United  States 
agricultural  labor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  we  would  then 
be  establishing  equity,  by  placing  a 
plateau  under  the  wages. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  yester¬ 
day  one  of  the  Senators  who  favored  this 
measure  informed  the  Senate — and  it  is 
in  the  Record — that  in  many  instances 
some  of  the  foreign  laborers  would  be 
paid  more  than  the  domestic  laborers 
would  be  paid. 

Let  me  say  that  heretofore  I  have  in¬ 
troduced  a  bill  by  which  I  intended  to 
cover  the  matter  to  which  the  Senator 
from  New  York  and  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  have  been  referring.  It  was 
Senate  bill  949,  and  it  received  some  con¬ 
sideration  in  the  committee.  I  included 
in  that  bill  the  following  provision  with 
respect  to  prevailing  wages: 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  authorize  the 
placement  of  workers  recruited  or  trans¬ 
ported  under  this  act,  whether  United  States 
citizens  or  aliens,  only  after  the  employer 
agrees  with  respect  to  such  workers  to  pay 
not  less  than  prevailing  wage  rates  for  the 
crop  and  area. 

The  purpose  of  that  provision  was  to 
take  care  of  the  differential.  That  is  the 
way  I  intended  to  have  this  problem 
taken  care  of  in  the  measure  which  I 
introduced,  and  which  was  referred  to 
the  committee,  but  received  only  scant 
attention. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  did  not  attend 
all  the  hearings,  although  I  did  take 
time  to  read  all  the  printed  hearings.  I 
recall  that  during  the  discussion  of  the 
bill,  most  of  us  who  were  thinking  about 
the  bill  were  thinking  in  terms  of  the 
current  wage  rates  for  the  particular 


area  and  the  particular  season.  Of 
course  there  are  all  kinds  of  variations 
in  that  respect. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  no  question 
about  that. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  think  the  con¬ 
tracts  to  which  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  has  been  referring  make  note  of 
those  variations. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  should  simply 
like  to  see  incorporated  in  the  proposed 
legislation  that  kind  of  protective  lan¬ 
guage. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  that  would  im¬ 
prove  the  bill.  There  are  two  ways  of 
handling  this  matter.  I  now  have  pend¬ 
ing  to  this  bill  some  amendments  which 
I  think  would  improve  it,  and  I  intend  to 
discuss  them  in  the  Senate. 

Everyone  agrees  that  there  should  be 
legislation,  but,  to  my  way  of  thinking, 
there  is  a  basic  change  which  would  im¬ 
prove  the  bill,  namely,  an  amendment 
to  compel  Government  agencies  to  in¬ 
form  farmers  as  to  available  domestic 
labor.  If  it  is  then  necessary  for  them 
to  employ  foreign  labor,  well  and  good; 
I  should  be  for  it.  I  am  not  in  favor  of 
that,  however,  until  every  effort  has  been 
made  to  give  employment  to  domestic 
labor ;  but,  if  it  becomes  necessary  to  use 
foreign  labor,  I  am  for  it. 

We  would  then  come  to  the  proposi¬ 
tion  of  paying  such  labor  at  least  the 
wages  prevalent  in  the  particular  area 
of  employment,  in  order  to  uphold  the 
wage  differentials  prevalent  in  different 
sections  of  the  country.  Laborers  in 
California  working  in  the  asparagus 
fields  might  receive  a  somewhat  different 
wage,  as  a  regular  thing,  from  that  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  man  who  is  picking  pears, 
or  digging  potatoes  in  Idaho,  or  picking 
cotton  in  the  South.  They  would  receive 
rates  different  from  those  paid  the  man 
who  is  working  in  the  beet  fields  of  Colo¬ 
rado  or  Nebraska.  I  think  that  is  fair, 
and  I  believe  it  would  improve  the  bill. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  When  the  Senator 
used  the  words  “available  domestic 
labor,”  I  assume  that  he  includes  citizens 
of  Puerto  Rico.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  When  I  referred  to 
available  domestic  labor,  I  had  in  mind 
American  citizens. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  I  have  the  same  thing 
in  mind.  I  did  not  want  it  confined  to 
continental  America. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No,  nor  did  I.  If  do¬ 
mestic  labor  is  not  available,  well  and 
good.  However,  if  the  domestic  laborers 
cannot  pick  oranges,  I  do  not  want  them. 
If  they  can,  believe  me,  Mr.  President, 
I  would  prefer  them  as  against  His  Ma¬ 
jesty’s  subjects  in  Jamaica. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  un¬ 
derstands,  of  course,  that  we  have  be¬ 
fore  us  a  particular  bill,  directed  toward 
a  particular  group  of  workers.  I  hap¬ 
pen  to  be  a  member  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare, 
and  a  very  new  member  of  the  Senate 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
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But  I  know  that  the  Subcommittee  on 
Labor  and  Labor  Management,  of  which 
I  am  chairman,  is  now  making  a  study, 
a  preliminary  study,  and  we  intend 
to  go  into  a  much  more  extensive  study 
of  domestic  migratory  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  have  something 
to  say  on  that  in  a  few  moments. 

Mi-.  HUMPHREY.  What  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  suggest  is  that  we  have  a  par¬ 
ticular  bill  before  us,  and  it  is  my  desire 
to  improve  this  bill  as  much  as  possible. 
I  wish  to  point  out  that  it  is  a  decided 
improvement  upon  anything  we  have 
had. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  agree. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  glad  to  know 
that  the  chairman  agrees  with  me  in 
the  view  that  it  is  a  decided  improve¬ 
ment.  I  have  a  feeling  that  we  might 
write  into  the  bill  certain  protections 
and  extensions  of  the  improvement 
which  would  make  it  equitable  to  the 
domestic  labor,  and  not  make  it  in¬ 
equitable  to  the  domestic  labor  by  in¬ 
cluding  in  the  bill  the  standard  of  Mexi¬ 
can  labor.  I  want  to  make  the  differen¬ 
tiation.  We  have  two  subjects  here, 
namely,  domestic  migratory  labor  and 
foreign  labor.  What  we  are  directing 
our  attention  to  in  this  bill  is  foreign 
labor,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  it  is 
our  responsibility  to  write  protections 
into  the  biU,  so  that  the  group  of  Mexi¬ 
can  laborers  will  be  given,  first  of  all, 
all  proper  care,  subsistence,  medical  at¬ 
tention,  and  transportation — everything 
that  they  should  get  as  God’s  good  chil¬ 
dren — and  at  the  same  time  see  to  it 
that  our  own  domestic  labor  supply  is 
not  discriminated  against. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  I  may  proceed  fur¬ 
ther,  I  think  I  shall  conclude  presently. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  in  my  State 
many  fine,  sincere,  law-abiding  citizens 
who  favor  this  bill;  and  I  know  that  they 
mean  what  they  say  about  it.  I  have 
been  receiving  telegrams  from  some  of 
them,  and  I  feel  that  they  think  it  is 
a  good  bill.  I  have  received  telegrams 
from  some  friends  of  mine,  both  per¬ 
sonal  and  political,  who  favor  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  the  bill  in  its  present  form.  At 
this  point  I  wish  to  insert  in  the  Record 
some  of  those  telegrams  from  my  State, 
supporting  the  Ellender  bill  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form,  without  amendment.  I  know 
many  of  the  signers  of  the  telegrams, 
many  of  whom  are  my  personal  friends. 

For  instance,  I  have  a  telegram  from 
my  good  friend,  “Jim”  W.  Berry,  of  Ar- 
tesia,  N.  Mex.,  which  reads  as  follows: 

In  interest  of  farmers  of  New  Mexico,  we 
desire  Senate  bill  984  passed  without  any 
amendments  attached.  We  do  not  have  ade¬ 
quate  labor  to  harvest  our  crops.  With  per¬ 
sonal  regards.  Would  appreciate  your  reply. 

He  is  my  pal.  He  is  my  friend.  I 
think  he  is  wrong,  completely  wrong,  in 
his  conclusions.  He  is  a  fine  business¬ 
man.  He  has  made  a  great  success  in 
the  production  of  raw  petroleum  and 
oil.  Then,  about  10  or  12  years  ago,  he 
went  into  farming  in  a  big  way,  and 
he  has  been  most  successful.  He  is  a 
banker.  I  would  not  do  one  thing  in 
the  world  which  I  thought  would  be  det¬ 
rimental  to  the  interests  of  Jim  Berry’s 


farm.  But  I  feel  that  I  understand  the 
situation,  and  that  I  know  what  should 
be  done.  Jim  Berry  would  suffer,  in  my 
opinion,  if  the  proposed  legislation  were 
enacted.  He  is  in  favor  of  the  pending 
bill.  I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  sin¬ 
cerity  of  his  purpose,  I  could  not  ques¬ 
tion  his  motives,  but  I  assure  my  friend 
Jim  Berry  that  if  this  bill  is  enacted, 
it  will  not  stabilize  our  farm  labor  in 
the  Artesia  area,  for  the  reason  that  the 
bill  provides  that  it  shall  be  effective 
only  until  1952.  That  is  significant,  it 
tells  the  story.  How  is  it  possible  to 
stabilize  labor  in  the  beet  fields  in  one 
season?  How  is  it  possible  to  stabilize 
labor  in  the  wheatfields,  or  in  the  corn¬ 
fields,  in  one  season?  How  can  it  be 
done  in  the  case  of  cotton?  True,  it 
will  afford  temporary  advantage  during 
the-  present  season,  but  it  will  be  for  the 
present  season  only. 

Is  that  what  is  desired?  Is  that  the 
way  to  help  the  farmer?  How  are  we 
to  stabilize  farm  labor  through  a  meas¬ 
ure  which  provides  for  farm  labor  for 
1  year  only?  I  desire  to  help  the  farmer, 
whether  the  labor  be  domestic  or  for¬ 
eign.  It  should  be  stabilized.  But  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  pending  bill  would  be  of 
assistance  in  only  one  particular  area.  It 
would  not  help  the  grower  of  cotton  or 
tobacco  in  Georgia.  It  would  help  those 
who  could  cross  the  border,  either  the 
so-called  wetbacks  or  those  who  might 
be  able  to  pay  three  Mexican  pennies  in 
order  to  cross  the  border.  It  would  not 
help  the  potato  grower  in  Maine  or 
Idaho.  It  would  not  help  the  bean 
grower  in  the  Peninsula  of  Michigan.  In 
fact,  it  would  help  but  very  few  States 
of  the  Union.  I  desire  to  help  the  farm¬ 
ers,  but  I  want  to  help  them  through  the 
enactment  of  sound  legislation,  which 
will  be  fair  to  the  farmer,  fair  to  the 
laborer,  and  fair  to  all  the  American 
people.  I  do  not  want  to  write  a  bill 
in  such  a  way  as  to  subsidize  the  farmer 
to  the  detriment  of  the  consumer. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  refer  to  another 
situation,  more  or  less  like  that  Involv¬ 
ing  the  hoof-and-mouth  disease.  What 
Senator  from  any  State  would  now  have 
the  Government  enter  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  Argentina,  irrespective  of  its 
political  implications,  for  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  corned  beef,  which  would  supply 
the  American  consumer  with  beef  at  a 
reduced  cost?  What  Senator  or  what 
Member  of  the  House  would  favor  that? 
But  we  think  nothing  of  importing  cheap 
labor. 

That  is  the  point,  I  believe,  which  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  had  in  mind, 
because  it  is  only  common  sense  that  if 
we  import  Argentine  beef,  which  is  very 
good,  at  a  cheaper  price  than  that  for 
which  the  American  producer  can  pro¬ 
duce  beef,  the  American  consumer  will 
have  cheaper  steaks  and  roasts.  Even 
liver  is  $1.85  a  pound  now.  We  could 
possibly  get  it  from  Argentina  for  14  or 
18  cents.  We  will  permit  the  American 
housewife  to  pay  $1.85  a  pound  for  liver, 
but  it  is  proposed  to  import  cheap  labor 
float  will  compete  with  her  husband  in 
producing  American  commodities. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

“  Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  For  the  Record  I 
think  it  would  be  well  to  document  what 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  said 
about  the  limits  to  which  labor  will  be 
made  available  and  the  areas  it  will 
serve,  and  to  recite  some  of  the  figures. 
I  have  here  a  tabulation  from  January  1 
to  December  31,  1950,  with  reference  to 
the  use  of  foreign  labor  in  agriculture  in 
the  United  States.  The  tabulation  will 
be  found  on  page  106  of  the  committee 
hearings.  I  speak  only  of  Mexican  labor 
to  which  the  bill  applies. 

Arizona  received  1,781;  Arkansas, 
9,527;  California,  7,889;  Colorado,  812; 
Idaho,  187. 

Kansas  asked  for  267  but  received 
none. 

Kentucky  requested  75  but  received  74. 

Louisiana  received  903. 

Minnesota  requested  35  and  received 
none. 

Mississippi  received  1,844;  Missouri, 
929;  Montana,  516;  Nebraska,  60_;  New 
Mexico,  12,978;  South  Dakota,  175; 
Texas,  29,105;  Utah,  none;  Washington, 
none;  Wyoming,  641. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  New  Mexico’s  figures 
do  not  include  the  many  wetbacks  who 
were  there  illegally. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Those  included  are 
the  legal  entrants. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  At  the  same  time  some 
citizens  of  my  State  had  to  leave  the 
State  in  order  to  eke  out  an  existence. 
Is  that  what  the  Senate  of  the  United 
States  wants'? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  point 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  wanted  to 
have  brought  out.  I  think  a  fair  and 
legitimate  question  to  ask  is  whether  in 
Idaho  they  could  not  have  recruited  187 
domestic  workers.  That  is  the  number 
of  Mexican  workers  they  received.  I 
would  ask  if  Kentucky  could  not  have 
recruited  74  domestic  workers,  or  wheth¬ 
er  Montana  could  not  have  recruited  516 
domestic  workers,  or  if  Nebraska  could 
not  have  recruited  60  domestic  workers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  about  the  State 
of  Colorado? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  There  were  812 
Mexican  workers  in  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  could  go  to  one 
county  and  get  that  many  workers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  fact  that  the 
State  of  New  Mexico  had  12,987  Mexican 
workers  is  not  indicative  of  the  number 
of  Mexicans  who  were  in  the  State. 
There  were  thousands  of  wetbacks. 
That  is  the  reason  why  many  of  the 
citizens,  as  the  Senator  pointed  out,  had 
to  go  somewhere  else  to  obtain  work. 
This  bill  would  help  prevent  such  a  sit¬ 
uation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  would  be 
surprised  to  know  how  well  aware  I  am 
of  the  citizens  of  the  State  who  prefer 
to  get  wetbacks  rather  than  to  pay  men 
decent  wages. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  pointed  out, 
this  bill,  if  enacted,  will  prohibit  the 
employment  of  wetbacks  under  this 
program. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Would  the  Senator 
prefer  aliens  legally  entered,  or  wetbacks 
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who  come  in  illegally,  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States  who  might  want  to  work? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  that  under  sec¬ 
tion  503  of  the  bill,  as  I  pointed  out  yes¬ 
terday,  the  Administrator  is  charged 
with  seeing  to  it  that  no  workers  re¬ 
cruited  under  this  title  shall  be  available 
for  employment  in  any  area  unless  the 
director  of  State  employment  secu¬ 
rity — 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  And  there  is  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  put  it  on  a  national  basis. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  read  from 
section  503: 

Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  tkis 
title  shall  be  available  for  employment  in 
any  area  unless  the  director  of  State  employ¬ 
ment  security  for  such  area  has  determined 
and  certified  that  (1)  sufficient  domestic 
workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and  qualified 
are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place  need¬ 
ed  to  perform  the  work  for  which  such  work¬ 
ers  are  to  be  employed,  and  (2)  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  such  workers  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions  of 
domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  em¬ 
ployed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  At  that  particular 
point,  why  does  not  the  Senator  agree 
to  the  amendment  suggested  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  ? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  We  have  not  yet 
reached  that  point.  I  expect  to  con¬ 
sider  each  amendment  on  its  merits. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  refer  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  with  reference  to  prevailing  wages 
in  the  particular  area  in  which  a  man  is 
employed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  knows 
that  efforts  have  been  made  in  the  past 
to  fix  minimum  wages  for  agricultural 
workers.  It  has  never  been  accom¬ 
plished  on  the  Senate  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  what  I  have 
in  mind.  If  we  cannot  do  it  for  the 
American  citizen,  I  can  imagine  what 
will  happen  to  one  who  has  not  even 
a  vote. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  would 
want  to  do  it  for  foreign  workers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  want  to  do  it  for 
every  American  citizen. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield,  first,  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  has  an  amendment  applying 
to  the  whole  problem  of  the  wetbacks 
and  use  of  employees.  In  fact,  I  have 
two  amendments,  one  of  which  is  to 
tighten  up  what  I  consider  to  be  the 
meaning  of  the  bill,  and  the  second  one 
is  to  permit  reasonable  entry  and  in¬ 
spection  of  the  places  of  employment 
of  such  workers  by  officers  of  the  Immi¬ 
gration  and  Naturalization  Service,  for 
the  purpose  of  enabling  such  officers  to 
ascertain  whether  any  of  the  workers 
employed  are  illegally  in  the  United 
States.  It  might  not  be  a  bad  idea,  on 
the  basis  of  security,  to  adopt  this 
amendment.  I  really  think  it  is  very 
important  to  have  immigration  and 
naturalization  officers  inspect  the  places 
of  employment  or  recruitment,  so  that 
there  may  be  no  influx  into  the  United 


States  of  persons  who  may  violate  our 
security  regulations. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  an  amendment 
On  that  point. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  LEHMAN.  We  have  been  hear¬ 
ing  that  more  imported  labor  is  required, 
and  it  may  very  well  be  that  that  is  a 
fact.  But  there  is  one  thing  which 
rather  puzzles  me.  It  is  contained  in 
the  minority  views  on  the  bill,  and  it 
reads  as  follows: 

From  1945  through  1948,  we  employed  a 
continuously  larger  hired  labor  force  even 
through  our  work  requirement  (total  man¬ 
hours)  was  gradually  declining. 

Then  a  table  is  given  for  1946  to  1949, 
inclusive,  showing  the  days  of  farm  work 
for  each  farm  worker.  It  is  on  a  steadily 
declining  basis.  In  1946  it  was  113  days; 
in  1949  it  was  down  to  90  working  days. 

In  the  face  of  these  figures  and  the 
report  of  the  committee,  I  wondered  if 
any  explanation  could  be  given,  as  to 
why  a  large  number  of  workers  from 
Mexico  is  so  urgently  required  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  emphasize  that 
a  little  further.  A  recent  study  of  the 
Joint  Congressional  Committee  on  the 
Economic  Report,  which  is  prepared  and 
issued  under  the  supervision  of  a  sub¬ 
committee,  the  chairman  of  which  was 
the  able  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman],  declared,  along  the  line  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  New  York, 
that  underemployment  among  the  mar¬ 
ginal  farmers  is  depriving  the  Nation 
of  the  equivalent  of  more  than  2,500,000 
workers.  That  is  the  reason  why  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  concerned. 
That  statement  was  made  by  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alabama,  than  whom  there  is 
no  better  Senator  when  it  comes  to  the 
soundness  of  his  judgment  and  conclu¬ 
sions.  I  wish  Senators  would  consider 
the  statement  that  underemployment 
among  marginal  farmers  is  depriving  the 
Nation  of  the  equivalent  of  more  than 
2,500,000  workers. 

The  study  further  pointed  out  that 
there  were  a  million  and  a  half  rural 
nonfarm  worker  families  with  incomes  of 
$2,000  or  less  in  1948.  Full  employment 
of  the  workers  in  the  families  would  add 
approximately  900,000  workers  to  the  ef¬ 
fective  labor  force.  The  2,500,000  under¬ 
employed  farmers  are  American  citizens 
who  are  paying  taxes  when  they  work. 
There  cannot  be  any  deductions  taken 
by  the  Government  from  workers  im¬ 
ported  from  Jamaica  or  Mexico.  From 
the  small  wages  they  make  Uncle  Sam 
can  take  $3  on  Saturday  night.  Is  that 
good  business? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  interested  in 
the  term  “wetback.”  I  suppose  it  means 
a  Mexican  who  comes  into  the  country 
illegally. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  How  are  we  going  to 
prevent  his  coming  into  the  country 
under  the  terms  of  the  pending  bill? 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  bill  would  not  pre¬ 
vent  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Would  it  stop  him 
from  swimming  across  the  Rio  Grande 
if  we  passed  the  bill? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  There  is  no  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill  under  which  it  would 
be  possible  to  punish  greed.  There  is 
a  good  deal  of  greed  involved.  We  can¬ 
not  prevent  a  man  from  making  a  living 
and  a  profit  out  of  human  misery.  Noth¬ 
ing  in  the  bill  would  punish  that  type 
of  person  for  employing  a  so-called  wet¬ 
back  or  an  illegal  entrant.  I  will  tell 
the  Senator  that  it  has  happened  in  my 
presence.  People  who  are  supposed  to 
be  outstanding  citizens  in  their  commu¬ 
nities  have  told  me  that  they  have  the 
least  trouble  with  a  wetback.  Certainly 
they  do  not  have  as  much  trouble  with 
him  as  with  a  contract  worker.  They 
can  take  care  of  a  wetback.  If  he  com¬ 
plains  or  rebels  or  gripes,  he  is  reported 
to  the  Immigration  Bureau.  He  is  at 
a  disadvantage.  There  is  nothing  what¬ 
ever  in  the  bill  which  would  prevent  the 
dishonest,  or  the  type  of  person  who  has 
been  investigated  by  the  Kefauver  com¬ 
mittee,  from  doing  such  a  thing.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  bill  which  would  pun¬ 
ish  that  type  of  person. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  will 
concede,  will  he  not,  that  unless  a  Mex¬ 
ican  national  entered  this  country  le¬ 
gally  he  could  not  be  employed  under 
this  program? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  under  con¬ 
tract.  He  could  be  employed,  however. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  con¬ 
cedes,  also,  does  he  not,  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  does  not  attempt  to 
treat  every  phase  of  the  wetback  prob¬ 
lem? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  it  should. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  what  I  should 
like  to  know. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  should  like  to 
know  that,  too.  It  would  involve  legis¬ 
lation  that  should  be  considered  by  the 
Judiciary  Committee  of  this  body. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understood  the 
Senator  to  say  that  under  the  proposed 
legislation  a  wetback  would  be  elimi¬ 
nated.  .  . 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  From  entering  into 
contracts.  , 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  From  entering  into 

contracts.  .  . 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Would  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  prevent  a  farmer  from  em- 
ploving  a  wetback? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  would  be  the 
penalty  if  he  did? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.'  The  penalty  is  the  un¬ 
dermining  of  the  American  system. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  How  would  the  en¬ 
actment  of  the  bill  help  the  situation? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Under  the  law  as  it 
stands  wetbacks  who  are  in  this  coun¬ 
try — 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Illegally. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  illegally— may 
keep  on  working  and  may  be  contracted 
with. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Certainly. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Last  year  our  Im¬ 
migration  Service  accosted  more  than 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  April  27 


4600 

500,000  wetbacks  and  returned  them  to 
Mexico.  As  I  indicated  yesterday,  I  have 
a  bill  before  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary  which  would  make  it  an  offense 
for  an  employer - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Such  a  provision 
should  be  a  part  of  the  pending  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  subject  is  not 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Agricultural 
Committee.  It  should  be  considered  by 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  It  is 
my  hope  that  the  bill  I  introduced  will 
be  voted  on  by  the  Judiciary  Committee 
at  an  early  date. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Why  cannot  we  in¬ 
clude  such  a  provision  in  the  pending 
bill? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  For  the  reason  that 
it  would  encroach  upon  the  prerogatives 
of  another  committee.  On  the  other 
hand  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  held 
no  hearings  on  the  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  seeking  infor¬ 
mation.  I  understood  very  distinctly 
that  by  the  provisions  of  the  bill  we  do 
not  eliminate  illegal  entrance  into  the 
United  States,  and  that  regardless  of 
whether  we  passed  the  bill  we  would  still 
be  confronted  with  the  same  problem. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  are  laws  on 
the  statute  books  now  which  prevent  a 
Mexican  from  coming  in.  Yet  it  seems 
impossible  to  stop  them  from  coming  in. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Along  the  lines  sug¬ 
gested  by  the  Senator  from  Nebraska, 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  El- 
lender]  made  the  following  statement 
yesterday : 

I  wish  to  state  that  in  order  to  further 
assist  in  connection  with  the  wetback  prob¬ 
lem,  and  in  conformity  with  the  promise 
which  I  made  to  many  members  of  the  Mexi¬ 
can  delegation,  that  I  would  sponsor  a  bill 
to  make  it  a  punishable  offense  for  an  Amer¬ 
ican  employer  knowingly  to  employ  an  alien 
illegally  in  this  country. 

He  further  said: 

The  way  to  deal  with  the  wetback  problem 
is  to  impose  certain  restrictions  on  the  em¬ 
ployment  by  corporations  or  individual  em¬ 
ployers  in  this  country  of  aliens  illegally  in 
the  country,  when  they  hire  men  whom  they 
know  to  be  illegally  in  the  country. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  exactly  the 
answer  I  have  been  seeking.  Under  the 
proposed  legislation  there  is  no  provision 
which  would  handle  the  question  of  wet¬ 
backs  in  any  other  way  than  the  way  in 
which  it  is  being  handled  now. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Except  that  it  would 
be  illegal  to  contract  them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  there  is  no  pen¬ 
alty  involved. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  that  it  is 
illegal  to  gamble  or  to  commit  murder. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Murders  are  com¬ 
mitted  every  day,  even  though  it  is  il¬ 
legal,  and  in  most  States  punishable  by 
death. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And  we  are  against 
sin. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  are  all  against  sin. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct.  The 
point  is  that  if  the  bill  were  enacted  into 
law,  we  would  not  help  the  wetback  sit¬ 
uation  at  all. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  a  bit. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  saying  how 
I  shall  vote  on  the  bill. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  a  small  way  we 
would  legalize  the  wetback  situation. 

As  I  proceed  further,  I  shall  give  the 
whole  picture  of  the  wetback  problem 
and  how  it  is  undermining  the  vitals  of 
American  institutions.  Nothing  is  be¬ 
ing  done  about  it,  either  in  the  pending 
bill  or  by  Government  agencies. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wish  to  invite  the 
attention  of  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
to  the  fact  that  an  amendment  will  be 
offered  which,  to  some  extent,  will  rectify 
the  situation.  Certainly  it  will  lend  a 
little  help  in  the  solution  of  the  problem. 
The  amendment  would  permit  reason¬ 
able  entry  and  inspection  of  the  places 
of  employment  of  such  workers  by  the 
officers  of  the  Immigration  and  Naturali¬ 
zation  Service,  for  the  purpose  of  en¬ 
abling  such  officers  to  ascertain  whether 
any  of  the  workers  employed  are  illegally 
in  the  United  States.  It  could  go  be¬ 
yond  contracts.  There  are  many  em¬ 
ployment  centers  on  our  side  of  the 
border  and  the  immigration  officers 
could  have  constant  supervision  over  the 
employment  centers,  to  see  that  wet¬ 
backs  are  not  employed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Cannot  that  be  done 
now? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Only  at  the  border. 
Under  the  amendment,  immigration  of¬ 
ficers  could  inspect  employment  centers 
all  over  the  country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  intend 
to  proceed  a  little  further.  As  I  previ¬ 
ously  stated,  I  know  the  people  of  my 
State.  I  know  that  they  want  stabilized 
labor  of  every  type  and  kind.  That  is 
the  type  of  request  which  should  have 
been  brought  before  the  committee.  But 
no;  the  proponents  of  this  legislation 
wanted  a  bill  which  would  take  care  of 
the  growing  season  of  1951  only,  and 
the  gathering  of  the  crop. 

•  I  have  received  a  telegram  from  a  per¬ 
sonal  friend  of  mine,  Verner  Clayton,  of 
Alamogordo,  N.  Mex. - 

Mr.  WPIERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  before  he  goes  into  that 
subject? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  bill  is  enacted, 
will  Nebraska  have  an  opportunity  to 
get  any  more  sheep  herders  than  we  are 
now  getting? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  bill  would  not  be 
of  any  benefit  to  us  in  that  respect, 
would  it? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  bill  is  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  wetback  who  crosses  the  Mexi¬ 
can  border. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Nebraskans  could 
contract  for  Mexican  labor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  bill  were  en¬ 
acted,  would  it  enable  us  to  get  any  more 
sheep  herders?  We  need  sheep  herders 
in  Nebraska.  Would  we  be  enabled  to 
get  any  more  if  the  bill  were  passed  than 
we  are  getting  now? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  could  be  ob¬ 
tained. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Oh,  yes.  We  could  get 
more  than  we  are  getting  now  if  we  could 
get  them. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  '  Mr.  President,  this 
again  emphasizes  the  point  which  I  have 
been  trying  to  make  all  afternoon.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  speaks  about 
sheep.  I  want  to  talk  about  sheep.  I 
wish  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  would 
lend  me  his  ear. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  just  seen  the 
figures  as  to  how  many  we  got  last  year. 
It  was  practically  nothing. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  About  a  year  ago  a 
young  professor  from  the  University  of 
Oklahoma  and  a  professor  from  the  Uni¬ 
versity  of  South  Dakota  had  quite  an 
idea.  Up  to  the  moment,  and  through¬ 
out  the  lifetime  of  the  country,  the  cow¬ 
boy  has  been  a  hero;  and  I  do  not  think 
it  is  a  bad  idea,  either.  Nevertheless, 
those  two  men  decided  that  something 
should  be  published  about  sheep,  and 
the  history  of  sheep  raising  in  continen¬ 
tal  United  States.  So  they  commenced 
to  investigate,  from  the  time  of  the  com¬ 
ing  of  Coronado  to  what  is  now  New 
Mexico  in  continental  United  States,  in 
1540,  when  the  first  sheep  came  here. 
They  covered  the  bringing  of  sheep  from 
Scotland  and  England  into  Maine,  and 
the  migration  through  the  pass  into 
Kentucky  and  the  Northwest  Territory. 
With  the  history  of  that  industry  as  a 
background,  they  wrote  a  beautiful  book 
entitled  “Shepherds’  Empire.”  It  is  a 
documentary  book,  containing  factual 
infoi’mation  on  the  history  of  sheep  in 
continental  United  States.  It  tells  about 
the  driving  of  sheep  from  the  State  of 
the  Senator  from  Colorado  and  from 
my  State  to  feed  the  hungry  gold  miners 
in  California  during  the  gold  rush. 
Sheep  were  driven  from  New  Mexico  and 
Colorado  to  feed  the  people  of  Sacra¬ 
mento. 

The  Senator  from  Nebraska  does  not 
need  this  bill  to  get  all  the  sheepherders 
he  needs.  I  can  find  them  in  my  State, 
among  men  who  may  have  sons  in 
Korea,  or  may  have  sons  buried  in  the 
cemetery  at  Hamm,  in  Luxemburg,  or 
at  Anzio.  The  Senator  does  not  need 
this  bill.  One  of  the  objections  I  have 
to  it  is  that  we  already  have  that  class 
of  labor.  Sheep  have  been  herded  in 
my  State  since  1540.  I  can  provide  the 
Senator  all  the  sheepherders  he  needs, 
but  he  will  have  to  pay  them  well. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  Nebraska  we  al¬ 
ways  pay  our  help  very  well. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  know  that  is  true. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Would  not  the 
Senator  say  that  the  only  way  to  stop 
the  wetback  problem  is  by  dredging  and 
deepening  the  channel  of  the  Rio 
Grande? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  been  trying  to 
get  a  little  money - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  This  is  no  sugges¬ 
tion  for  a  further  project.  We  want 
economy.  However,  it  appeals  that  we 
are  not  going  to  stop  the  wetback  prob¬ 
lem  by  any  number  of  amendments. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  it  going  to 
cost  the  United  States  if  we  pass  this 
bill? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  will  be 
patient  with  me,  I  wish  to  proceed.  I 
wish  to  tell  him  about  the  wetback. 
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A  wetback  is  called  a  wetback  be¬ 
cause  he  crosses  the  Rio  Grande  from 
the  Mexican  side  to  the  American  side 
by  walking. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thought  perhaps  he 
swam. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
he  really  does  not  wet  his  back.  At  times 
there  is  not  enough  water  in  that  river 
to  wet  his  feet.  But  inasmuch  as  he 
crosses  the  river  in  that  manner,  he  is 
referred  to  as  a  wetback. 

After  they  cross  the  Rio  Grande  they 
scatter  all  over,  by  the  millions,  creating 
problems  in  Texas,  in  my  State,  in  Ari¬ 
zona,  and  in  California.  They  even  go 
to  Trinidad,  Walsenburg,  and  Denver,  in 
the  State  of  my  friend  from  Colorado 
[Mr.  Johnson],  It  is  a  social  problem. 
It  is  an  economic  problem.  It  is  an 
American  problem,  and  we  ought  to  do 
something  about  it,  and  not  feel  that 
the  only  way  we  can  cure  it  is  by  having 
the  Mexican  labor  work  for  a  very  few 
farmers  within  continental  United 
States. 

Let  me  say  further  that  if  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  will  be  kind  enough  to 
remain  a  little  longer,  I  shall  repeat  what 
the  archbishop  of  the  Catholic  Church 
at  San  Antonio,  Tex.,  in  the  midst  of  the 
problem,  has  to  say  as  to  how  it  affects 
us.  I  intend  to  quote  from  church  au¬ 
thorities  who  do  not  belong  to  the  same 
church  as  does  the  good  archbishop  of 
San  Antonio.  I  shall  quote  from  the 
dean  of  the  Law  School  of  the  University 
of  North  Carolina  on  this  subject.  At 
this  time  I  wish  to  proceed  with  the  tele¬ 
grams  from  my  good  constituents.  It 
would  have  been  easy  for  me  to  have  kept 
quiet.  Some  of  these  persons  are  going 
to  be  angry.  However,  I  do  not  vote 
on  the  basis  of  expediency,  political  or 
otherwise.  I  believe  that  this  bill  is  un- 
American,  unfair,  and  prejudicial.  It 
would  be  disastrous  to  American  labor. 
It  would  be  disastrous  to  American  in¬ 
stitutions.  It  would  be  disastrous  to 
every  concept  that  we  hold  dear. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  Senators  to 
a  telegram  from  another  friend  of  mine, 
Bob  James,  of  Malaga.  It  is  to  the  same 
effect  as  the  telegram  from  Mr.  Berry. 
I  know  him  personally.  He  is  a  fine 
person. 

I  am  one  of  those  who  believe  that  as 
a  whole  the  American  people  are  hon¬ 
est.  I  do  not  believe  that  everyone 
is  bad.  We  have  some  bad  ones  now 
and  then,  but  they  are  in  the  great  mi¬ 
nority.  I  know  that  there  are  millions 
of  honest  people  in  this  country,  but 
none  more  so  than  Bob  James,  of  Malaga, 
N.  Mex.  He  sends  me  a  telegram  urging 
me  to  vote  for  the  Ellender  bill.  The 
telegram  reads  as  follows: 

Dear  Senator:  Sincerely  request  your  sup¬ 
port — 

And  I  know  that  he  sincerely  re¬ 
quests  it — 

of  original  Ellender  bill  without  any  amend¬ 
ments.  It  is  practical  to  use  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  to  harvest  our  crops  the  season  of 
1951.  Believing  that  you  will  rely  on  infor¬ 
mation  of  your  constituents  as  to  labor  bills, 
thanking  you  for  your  support. 

Your  friend, 

Bob  James. 


I  know  that  it  is  practical  to  use  Mexi¬ 
can  labor  to  harvest  our  crops.  I  know 
also  that  it  is  practical  to  use  American 
citizens  to  harvest  the  same  crops. 

Bob  James  is  a  grand  person.  I  wish 
I  could  in  good  conscience  comply  with 
his  request.  He  has  been  my  friend 
when  others  have  gone  back  on  me  in  my 
little  troubles.  Bob  James  and  his  family 
would  go  all  over  the  prairie  to  try  to 
help  Dennis  Chaver. 

I  also  invite  attention  to  a  telegram 
from  Delmar  Roberts,  president  of  the 
New  Mexico  Farm  and  Livestock  Bureau. 
He  is  a  representative  of  the  association 
which  is  composed  of  farmers  in  my 
State.  He  had  heard  that  I  had  sup¬ 
ported  some  amendments  which,  as  he 
understood,  would  emasculate  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill.  I  read  his  telegram: 

Farmers  and  ranchers  in  New  Mexico — 

I  think  he  saw  three  of  them — 
vitally  interested  in  passage  without  amend¬ 
ments  of  Ellender  and  Poage  labor  bills  for 
providing  Mexican  nationals  for  farm  labor. 
Am  advised  you  have  introduced  amendments 
which  will  emasculate  the  provisions  of  this 
legislation.  Urgently  request  you  reconsider 
these  amendments  and  push  passage  as  bills 
are  now  written.  These  bills  represent  many 
months  of  work  by  producers  who  foot  the 
bill,  cast  the  votes,  and  carry  the  load  of  get¬ 
ting  production,  and  therefore  are  entitled 
to  your  cooperation.  Our  entire  organization 
of  6,000  members  strongly  behind  this  legis¬ 
lation,  which  is  of  vital  interest  in  view  of 
huge  cotton  acreage  planted  as  requested  by 
our  defense  officials. 

That  is  signed  by  Mr.  Roberts.  I  know 
Mr.  Roberts.  I  know  the  organization  he 
represents.  I  know  their  potentials  eco¬ 
nomically  and  even  politically.  But  I  am 
still  voting  in  accordance  with  my  oath 
of  office. 

I  assure  the  Senate  and  Mr.  Roberts 
and  those  whom  he  represents  that  with 
me  it  is  not  a  question  of  emasculating 
anything.  With  me  it  is  a  question  of 
protecting  American  labor  first,  of  pro¬ 
tecting  the  fathers  and  the  sons  and  the 
brothers  of  those  who  are  dying  on  for¬ 
eign  battlefields  first,  of  protecting  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  first,  and  when  I  say  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  I  include  the  Indian  popu¬ 
lation  of  the  United  States. 

Practically  every  winter  the  eastern 
newspapers  and  other  newspapers  of  the 
Nation  and  the  magazines  are  filled  with 
the  stories  of  the  mistreatment  of  the 
Indians  and  their  suffering  because  of 
their  economic  disadvantages.  Yet  they 
are  buried  in  every  American  military 
cemetery,  and  they  help  raise  the  Amer¬ 
ican  flag  on  battlefields.  Listen  to  the 
telegrams  of  protests  from  members  of 
associations  in  my  State  and  elsewhere, 
but  I  say  to  the  Senate  in  all  seriousness, 
I  want  to  protect  the  American  laborer 
first.  After  that  labor  is  protected,  after 
American  industry  is  protected,  if  we 
have  no  more  American  labor  available, 
then  and  then  only  will  I  support  legis¬ 
lation  importing  foreign  labor,  be  it  from 
the  country  dealt  with  in  this  bill  or  the 
lands  of  His  Majesty’s  subjects  through¬ 
out  the  Caribbean  or  elsewhere. 

I  want  to  call  attention  to  what  I 
mean  by  dying  on  foreign  battlefields. 
I  know  that  my  friend,  Mr.  Roberts, 


president  of  the  New  Mexico  Farm  and 
Livestock  Bureau,  will  understand.  A 
young  man,  the  son  of  good  friends  of 
mine,  from  Mr.  Roberts’  home  city  of 
Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  was  reported  miss¬ 
ing  in  action  in  the  Korean  WarT  The 
conflict  in  Korea  is  war,  and  we  cannot 
call  it  anything  else.  He  was  reported 
missing  some  weeks  ago.  He  was  the 
son  of  one  of  the  outstanding  families 
of  that  fine  community.  Is  he  missing 
in  action  in  vain?  We  all  pray  and  hope 
that  he  may  be  alive  and  return  to  his 
mother  in  due  time,  but  contemplate  for 
the  moment  that  he  is  missing  in  action 
in  Korea.  With  all  the  fervor  of  my 
heart  I  want  this  to  sink  in.  He  is  miss¬ 
ing  in  action.  He  was  doing  what?  He 
was  doing  his  duty  and  making  an  ef¬ 
fort  to  protect  the  oath  of  office  we  all 
took,  and  what  it  represents.  He  was 
doing  his  duty  making  an  effort  to  pro¬ 
tect  American  ideals,  American  tradi¬ 
tions,  the  American  way  of  life,  the  Dec¬ 
laration  of  Independence,  and  what  it 
stands  for,  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  what  it  stands  for. 
That  is  why  that  boy  is  missing  in  ac¬ 
tion,  and  that  is  why,  irrespective  of 
other  considerations,  irrespective  of  de¬ 
sire  to  make  a  little  more  profit,  I,  for 
one,  will  stand  on  this  floor,  even  though 
I  am  the  only  one  to  do  so,  to  protest 
against  any  action  being  taken  which 
does  not  first  take  care  of  Uncle  Sam’s 
citizens.  I  was  told  long  ago  that  char¬ 
ity  begins  at  home.  Even  in  this  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  I  want  to  take  care  of 
Uncle  Sam’s  citizens  first. 

Politically,  possibly  it  would  help  me 
more  to  agree  with  the  mistaken  conclu¬ 
sions  of  the  senders  of  the  telegrams  and 
letters  from  my  State.  However,  I  have 
not  cast  a  vote  in  this  body  and  I  know 
I  never  shall,  because  of  political  expe¬ 
diency,  irrespective  of  the  consequences. 

In  my  opinion,  this  piece  of  proposed 
legislation  js  detrimental  to  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  American  people  and  to  the 
producing  farmers  themselves  because 
once  we  commence  to  use  a  type  of  labor 
that  lives  contrary  to  American  stand¬ 
ards  and  the  American  way  of  life,  busi¬ 
ness — and  farming  is  a  business — is 
bound  to  suffer.  We  will  suffer  economi¬ 
cally,  we  will  suffer  socially,  we  will  suffer 
politically. 

What  has  made  this  country  great 
and  what  has  made  it  the  leader  of  the 
world,  is  carrying  out  the  concepts  of 
.the  American  way  of  life. 

I  want  to  call  the  Senate’s  attention  to 
one  of  our  agreements  with  the  Republic 
of  Mexico  at  the  moment.  I  think  I  re¬ 
ferred  to  it  heretofore  in  the  course  of  a 
colloquy.  Several  years  ago  the  people 
of  this  country  became  concerned  over 
the  hoof-and-mouth  disease  below  the 
border,  and  there  was  reason  for  that 
concern.  The  people  on  this  side  of  the 
border'  would  have  suffered  intensely 
both  economically  and  otherwise  if  that 
terrible  disease  had  been  left  uncon¬ 
trolled.  The  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  again  trying  to  protect  the  Amer¬ 
ican  way  of  life,  made  available  millions 
and  millions  of  dollars,  taxpayers’  dol¬ 
lars,  to  try  to  control  that  disease  in  Old 
Mexico.  I  think  this  country  acted  with 
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wisdom  and  that  our  friendly  neighbor 
Republic  has  cooperated  100  percent  in 
order  to  eradicate  or  control  the  infec- 

Mr.  ^President,  it  is  my  considered 
opinion,  having  had  first  hand  informa¬ 
tion  in  dealing  with  the  type  of  labor  that 
is  proposed  to  be  imported  under  the 
proposed  legislation,  that  the  effect  of 
such  importation  on  our  social,  economic 
and  political  life  will  be  worse  and  more 
detrimental  to  the  American  people  than 
all  the  damage  that  could  be  done  by  the 
hoof-and-mouth  disease.  In  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  we  are  dealing  with  hu¬ 
man  elements  and  the  only  thing  the 
bill  does  as  far  as  those  persons  are  con¬ 
cerned  is  to  undo  many  constructive 
things  that  were  done,  as  for  example, 
by  the  great  Lincoln.  Many  of  the 
things  that  were  protected  by  the  sacri¬ 
fice  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  lives  in 
the  first  and  second  world  wars,  the 
things  that  the  boys  in  Korea  are  dying 
for,  will  be  destroyed  by  this  piece  of 
legislation. 

Mr.  President,  speaking  further  in  re¬ 
gard  to  Senate  bill  984,  which  is  now  be¬ 
ing  considered  by  the  Senate,  let  me  say 
that  the  bill  was  reported  to  the  Senate 
on  the  assumption  that  there  is  a  cry¬ 
ing  need  for  the  importation  of  a  large — 
but  an  unspecified — number  of  alien 
workers  to  be  employed  on  a  few  cor¬ 
porate  farms  in  particular  regions  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  claimed  that  these 
workers  are  urgently  required  in  the  de¬ 
fense  mobilization  period  which  we  now 
are  entering.  That  is  the  claim ;  never¬ 
theless,  the  bill  is  limited  to  1  year  in 
duration.  Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  see  how  the  enactment  of  the  bill 
will  help  to  any  great  extent  in  the  long- 
range  mobilization  plan. 

An  analysis  of  the  demand  for  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  shows  that  it  comes 
from  particular  regions  which  can  be 
clearly  defined.  The  demand  for  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  bill  does  not  come  from  the 
North  Atlantic  States  or  from  the  South 
Atlantic  States  or  from  the  middle 
Western  States  which  are  the  great 
breadbasket  of  our  country  and  are  made 
up  of  millions  of  family-type  farms  which 
are  the  bulwark  of  our  democracy  and 
our  civilization.  On  the  contrary,  the 
demand  for  enactment  of  the  bill  comes 
from,  and  the  bill  is  sponsored  by,  a  few 
large  corporations  which  are  engaged  in 
farming.  This  bill  is  not  sponsored  or 
requested  by  the  rank  and  file  of  the 
family  type  farmers. 

I  said  at  the  outset  that  the  proposed 
large-scale  importation  of  Mexican 
workers  is  desired  by  only  a  few  cor¬ 
porate  farms.  Certainly  they  are  few 
in  number,  as  compared  to  the  total 
number  of  farms  in  the  United  States. 
The  fact  is  that  of  the  5,000,000  to  6,000,- 
000  farms  in  the  United  States,  there 
are  only  125,000  large  farms  where  the 
imported  workers  will  possibly  find  em¬ 
ployment;  and  when  they  do  find  em¬ 
ployment  there,  it  will  be  for  an  average 
of  only  90  days.  The  125,000  large  cor¬ 
porate  farms  for  which  the  importation 
of  Mexican  labor  is  requested  are  the 
so-called  factories  in  the  field. 

Those  who  operate  the  5,000,000  or 
6,000,000  family-type  farms  do  not  want 


to  take  advantage  of  human  misery,  Mr. 
President.  On  the  other  hand,  the  com¬ 
paratively  few  large  corporate  farms  in 
the  United  States  are  vast  agricultural 
enterprises  which  are  owned  by  less  than 
2  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farm  operators. 
It  is  on  these  farms  that  it  is  proposed 
that  the  imported  Mexican  laborers  be 
employed.  Yet  these  farms  produce  only 
approximately  7  percent  of  the  food  and 
fiber  products  sold  on  the  American 
market. 

So,  Mr.  President,  let  us  consider  the 
situation  now  confronting  us.  The 
greatest  deliberative  body  in  the  world  is 
now  concerned  with  making  the  request¬ 
ed  provision  for  125,000  large,  corporate- 
type  farms,  which  produce  only  approxi¬ 
mately  7  percent  of  the  food  and  fiber 
products  sold  on  the  American  market ; 
but  in  acting  on  this  proposal  the  Senate 
would  completely  ignore,  neglect,  and 
forget  the  6,000,000  honest-to-goodness 
farmers  who  operate  in  all  the  States  of 
the  Union. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield,  so  that  I  may  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  that  pur¬ 
pose. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Johnson  of  Colorado  in  the  chair).  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  a  quorum  call  be  rescinded  and  that 
further  proceedings  under  the  call  be 
suspended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stennis  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield 
so  that  I  may  propound  a  unanimous- 
consent  request? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  First,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  place 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  two  telegrams 
in  regard  to  the  pending  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  telegrams  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  know  what  the  telegrams  con¬ 
tain. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  clerk  read  the  telegrams. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  telegrams. 

The  Chief  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Phoenix,  Aeiz. 

Hon.  Ernest  McFarland, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  strenuously  oppose  S.  984  and  respec¬ 
tively  request  your  support  of  our  stand. 
Arizona  State  Federation  of  Labor, 

E.  F.  Vickers,  Sr., 

Secretary -Treasurer. 

April  24,  1951. 

Recent  series  of  articles  in  the  New  York 
Times  and  other  newspapers  and  magazines 
have  shown  the  scandalous  conditions  under 
which  millions  of  Mexican  immigrants,  both 
legal  and  illegal,  the  so-called  wetbacks,  live 
in  our  country.  Such  conditions  jeopardize 


conditions  of  all  other  workers.  The  Ellender 
measure  is  likely  to  add  to  these  disgraceful 
conditions.  In  view  of  these  facts,  it  should 
be  sent  back  to  committee  for  further  con¬ 
sideration  and  should  go  to  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  in 
accord  with  the  explicit  provisions  respect¬ 
ing  importation  of  foreign  workers  and  labor 
standards  contained  in  Public  Law  601,  the 
La  Follette-Monroney  Reorganization  Act. 
Evidence  is  ample  that  in  this  critical  period 
of  defense  mobilization  enough  of  our  own 
citizens  can  be  mustered  to  handle  food  and 
fiber  crops  if  working  conditions  of  minimum 
decency  are  offered. 

Railway  Labor  Executives’ 
Association, 

G.  E.  Leighty,  Chairman. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that,  beginning 
next  Monday  at  12  o’clock  noon,  there 
be  a  limitation  of  debate  on  the  pending 
bill,  as  follows:  On  each  amendment,  40 
minutes,  and  no  amendment  to  be  of¬ 
fered  which  is  not  germane;  that  debate 
on  amendments,  motions,  and  appeals 
be  limited  to  40  minutes,  the  time  on  any 
amendment  to  be  equally  divided,  the 
time  for  the  amendment  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Senator  offering  the 
amendment,  the  time'  of  the  opposition 
to  be  controlled  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  if  he  opposes 
the  amendment,  and,  if  not,  by  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  minority  leader ;  debate  on  the 
bill  to  be  limited  to  2  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender]  and  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry], 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Where  do  I  come  in? 
I  should  like  to  ask  what  is  to  be  done 
tomorrow. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  We  had  not 
planned  to  have  a  session  tomorrow. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thought  the  Senator 
wanted  to  get  through  with  the  work  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  We  would  have  a 
difficult  time  in  getting  a  quorum.  We 
could  not  have  gotten  one  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  At  the  moment,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  his  objection  for  a 
moment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  objective  at 
which  the  majority  leader  is  aiming  is, 
first,  to  allow  ample  time  for  discussion 
of  the  pending  bill,  which  we  might  very 
well  discuss  for  some  time  this  evening; 
second,  to  provide  our  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  with 
an  opportunity  to  discuss  his  amend¬ 
ment,  which  is  very  basic.  As  to  other 
amendments,  of  which  there  are  several, 
the  time  will  be  20  minutes  on  each  side. 
I  think  if  we  all  cooperate  and  use  a  little 
of  our  time  to  help  out  we  may  be  able  to 
get  the  bill  through  on  Monday  night. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  particular  point 
that  gave  me  condern  when  I  objected 
was  that  the  Senator  from  Arizona  want¬ 
ed  unanimous  consent  to  cover  germane¬ 
ness.  I  think  a  bill  that  would  cover 
wet  backs  would  be  germane,  and  I 
wanted  to  look  into  the  question. 
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Mr.  McPARLAND.  I  may  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
that  if  he  plans  to  offer  an  amendment 
similar  to  that  which  was  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana.  I  would  except 
It  from  the  reference  to  germaneness. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Earlier  in  the  session  I 
introduced  Senate  bill  949,  which  carries 
out  the  philosophy  of  what  I  have  in 
mind.  I  have  some  amendments  which 
I  should  like  to  have  considered,  at  least, 
which  would  carry  out  the  provisions  of 
that  bill.  If  I  have  assurance  that  those 
amendments  will  be  considered,  I  have 
no  objection. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  at  the  moment  I  am  a  little 
skeptical  and  doubtful  as  to  the  wisdom 
of  a  unanimous-consent  request  that 
would  tend  to  cut  off  discussion  on  the 
floor  under  a  limitation  of  time.  There 
are  some  negotiations  in  process  relative 
to  hearings  before  the  Armed  Services 
and  Foreign  Relations  Committees.  I  am 
very  hopeful  that  the  documents  and  the 
witnesses  requested’ may  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  committees,  but  if  by  any 
chance  they  are  not  made  available,  I 
would  not  want  to  foreclose  on  the  Sen¬ 
ate  floor  an  opportunity  to  bring  the 
matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Senate 
and  of  the  country.  At  this  time  I  would 
object  to  any  agreement  that  might  cut 
off  any  other  debate  on  Monday. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  ap¬ 
pears  from  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  California  that  other  matters  may 
be  discussed  on  Monday.  Even  if  there 
be  only  a  limited  number  of  Senators 
present,  why  can  we  not  proceed  tomor¬ 
row  with  the  discussion? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  have  told  Sen¬ 
ators  that  we  would  not  have  a  session 
on  Saturday. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  like  to  work 
on  Saturday,  any  more  than  does  any 
other  Senator. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Some  of  us  work 
every  day  until  8  o’clock  in  the  evening, 
and  Saturday  is  the  only  day  on  which 
we  can  clean  up  our  office  work.  I  have 
told  Senators  we  would  not  have  a  ses¬ 
sion  on  Saturday. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  agree  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona.  It  is  not  advanta¬ 
geous,  as  a  rule,  to  work  on  Saturday. 
I  know  that  we  try  to  clean  up  our  office 
work  on  Saturday.  It  is  agreeable  to 
me  that  the  Senate  go  over  until  Monday. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  several 
amendments  have  been  printed,  and  I 
intend  to  discuss  them.  I  have  another 
amendment,  which  I  am  sending  to  the 

desk 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  received,  printed,  and 
lie  on  the  table. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
renew  the  unanimous-consent  request, 
except  that  I  modify  it  to  germaneness 
shall  not  apply  so  that  the  provision 
with  respect  to  any  amendment  which 
has  been  printed  and  is  lying  on  the 


table,  including  the  amendment  which 
has  just  been  presented  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  but 
shall  apply  to  any  hew  amendment  to 
be  offered. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  understand  that  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  asks  unanimous 
consent  that  debate  upon  amendments 
shall  be  confined  to  amendments  which 
are  germane,  with  the  exception  that 
all  amendments  now  printed  and  lying 
on  the  table,  including  the  one  just 
offered,  shall  be  considered  as  germane 
and  shall  be  excepted  from  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  does  not  apply  to 
the  time  of  meeting  or  the  limitation  of 
debate. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  limitation  of 
debate  would  apply. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  should  observe  that  it  would  be 
well  to  have  the  Senator  from  Arizona 
restate  his  unanimous-consent  request. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  beginning 
on  Monday  next,  at  12  o’clock,  debate 
upon  all  amendments,  motions,  and  ap¬ 
peals,  be  limited  to  40  minutes  on  each 
side,  to  be  divided  equally  between  the 
proponent  of  an  amendment  and  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender], 
provided  he  is  opposed  to  the  amend¬ 
ment;  if  not  opposed,  to  be  controlled 
by  the  distinguished  minority  leader; 
provided  further,  that  as  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  have  been  printed  and  are 
lying  on  the  table,  including  the  one 
just  presented  by  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico,  the  germaneness 
provision  shall  not  apply;  provided  fur¬ 
ther  that  any  new  amendment  to  be 
offered  must  be  germane;  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  that  the  limitation  of  debate  upon 
the  bill  shall  be  limited  to  2  hours,  1 
hour  to  each  side,  to  be  controlled,  re¬ 
spectively,  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana  and  the  distinguished 
minority  leader. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  what  is  the  amendment  just  offered 
as  to  which  the  provision  with  respect  to 
germaneness  shall  not  apply? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  read  the  amendment. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  as  follows: 

At  the  appropriate  place,  insert  the 
following: 

“Sec.  — .  Any  person,  including  the  owner, 
operator,  pilot,  master,  commanding  officer, 
agent,  or  consignee  of  any  means  of  trans¬ 
portation  who  (1)  brings  into  or  lands  in 
the  United  States,  by  any  means  of  trans¬ 
portation  or  otherwise,  or  attempts,  by  him¬ 
self  or  through  another,  to  bring  into  or 
land  in  the  United  States,  by  any  means  of 
transportation  or  otherwise;  or  (2)  conceals 
or  harbors,  or  attempts  to  conceal  or  harbor 
in  any  place,  including  any  building,  or  any 
means  of  transportation,  any  alien,  including 
an  alien  crewman,  not  duly  admitted  by  an 
immigration  officer  or  not  lawfully  entitled 
to  enter  or  to  reside  within  the  United  States 
under  the  terms  of  this  act  or  any  other  law 
relating  to  the  immigration  or  expulsion  of 
aliens,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony,  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  a 
fine  not  exceeding  $2,000  and  by  imprison¬ 
ment  for  a  term  not  exceeding  5  years  for 
each  alien  in  respect  to  whom  any  violation 
of  this  section  occurs.” 


Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  it 
has  been  called  to  my  attention  that  I 
may  have  made  a  mistake  in  referring  to 
40  minutes  to  a  side.  I  mean  40  minutes 
on  each  amendment,  the  time  to  be  di¬ 
vided  equally. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Twenty 
minutes  to  a  side  on  each  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  Senator  from  Arizona  a  ques¬ 
tion.  I  have  9  or  10  amendments. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  Senator 
would  have  charge  of  the  time  on  each 
of  his  amendments. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  what  I  under¬ 
stood.  I  did  not  want  any  other  Senator 
to  control  the  time  so  far  as  my  amend¬ 
ments  were  concerned.  What  about  gen¬ 
eral  debate? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  time  for  gen¬ 
eral  debate  would  be  divided  between  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
and  the  minority  leader  [Mr.  Wherry]. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Why  is  that,  may  I 
ask  the  Senator — not  that  I  object  to 
either  one  of  them?  Why  is  it  divided 
between  the  minority  leader  and  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  To  be  frank  with 
the  Senator,  in  order  that  the  minority 
leader  may  allot  some  time  on  amend¬ 
ments  with  respect  to  which  the  40- 
minute  allowance  would  not  apply. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  To  be  specifically 
frank  about  it,  the  only  way  in  which 
the  time  could  be  allotted  to  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  on  his 
amendment  would  be  by  allotting  him 
time  on  the  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Not  having  heard  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  express  his  opin¬ 
ion,  or  state  how  he  feels  about  this 
proposed  legislation,  but  recognizing  his 
intelligence,  I  still  have  hope.  I  antici¬ 
pate  that  the  right  thing  may  be  done. 
I  should  like  to  see  the  time  divided  as 
between  the  proponents  of  the  bill  and 
the  opponents. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  am  sure  that 
there  will  be  no  difficulty  in  that  con¬ 
nection.  I  have  the  utmost  confidence 
in  the  Senator’s  fairness. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  reason  I  have  not 
expressed  myself  up  to  this  moment  is 
that  I  have  not  had  an  opportunity. 

It  is  perfectly  agreeable  to  the  minor¬ 
ity  leader — and  I  am  sure  the  minority — 
if  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
wishes  to  include  in  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  a  time  limit  of,  say,  an 
hour  on  a  side  for  the  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment;  but  he  did  not  wish  to  do  that  be¬ 
cause  that  would  be  unfair  to  other  Sen¬ 
ators  who  wish  time  on  their  amend¬ 
ments.  So  we  worked  out  an  agreement 
under  which  I  am  to  be  in  charge  of 
the  time  on  the  bill.  I  do  not  care 
whether  I  have  control  of  the  propo¬ 
nents’  time  or  the  opponents’  time.  I 
do  wish  some  time  for  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  to  discuss  his 
amendment. 

Mr.  President,  we  cannot  put  every¬ 
thing  in  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment.  I  want  it  thoroughly  understood 
that  there  has  been  a  definite  agreement 
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between  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  and  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  relative  to  the  division  of 
time  which  he  controls,  so  that  in  the 
event  a  situation  happens  such  as  that 
described  by  the  Senator  from  Califor¬ 
nia,  ample  time  will  be  made  available 
for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
the  majority  leader  whether,  in  making 
his  request,  he  included  the  requirement 
that  the  discussion  be  germane  to  each 
amendment?  With  25  amendments,  I 
can  see  how  we  might  talk  for  2  days, 
and  listen  to  many  speeches  which  do 
not  relate  at  all  to  the  importation  of 
foreign  labor. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  could  hap¬ 
pen,  but  I  do  not  believe  it  will. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  did  happen  not  very 
long  ago. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  have  to  put  the  question. 
That  is  not  a  part  of  the  unanimous- 
consent  request. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Let  the 
Chair  put  the  question. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  will  recognize  the  Senator  in  a  mo¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator,  if  I  have  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Arizona  include  in  his 
unanimous-consent  request  the  idea  of 
transferring  time? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes.  I  meant  to 
do  that.  There  will  be  2  hours  on  the 
bill,  and  either  the  proponents  or  the 
opponents  may  have  the  privilege  of  re¬ 
linquishing  any  part  of  the  time  thus 
allotted  to  a  proponent  of  an  amendment 
or  to  an  opponent. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent 
request? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  ask  whether,  with  respect  to 
the  amendments  which  I  have  submitted, 
I  shall  have  the  opportunity  of  control¬ 
ling  the  time? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Will  I  be  able  to 
dispense  time  to  any  Senator,  in  order 
that  I  may  satisfy  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  and  other  Sen¬ 
ators? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  correct. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  pro¬ 
ponents  will  have  control  of  20  minutes’ 
time  on  each  amendment. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  Senator  will 
have  charge  of  the  time  on  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
send  to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask 
that  it  be  printed  and  lie  on  the  table. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  It  is  not 
now  in  order.  The  question  is,  Is  there 
objection  to  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  amendment 
Is  not  in  order,  I  shall  have  to  object.  I 
did  not  have  time  to  get  this  amendment 
in  before  the  unanimous-consent  request 
was  propounded.  The  amendment  is 
germane. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be  printed 
and  lie  on  the  table. 

Is  there  objection  to  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  of  the  Senator  from 
Arizona?  ' 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  again 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  I  know  that 
several  Senators  wish  to  speak  on  the 
bill,  and  I  know  that  they  wish  to  discuss 
amendments.  I  do  not  know  whether 
an  hour  for  each  side  would  take  care 
of  those  Senators.  I  think  we  would 
gain  more  if  we  were  to  proceed  for  a 
little  while  longer  with  the  discussion 
today,  and  possibly  by  12:30  or  1  o’clock 
on  Monday  we  shall  hear  from  other 
Senators,  and  ascertain  how  they  feel 
about  the  matter.  Then  we  can  proceed 
to  reach  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment. 

Personally  I  do  not  like  unanimous - 
consent  agreements.  We  have  had  a 
great  deal  of  trouble  in  this  body  be¬ 
cause  of  unanimous-consent  agreements. 
Some  Senator  may  wish  to  discuss  a  bill 
or  an  amendment,  and  find  that  he  has 
no  opportunity  because  we  are  tied  down 
by  a  unanimous-consent  agreement. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  we 
have  done  the  best  we  could  to  accom¬ 
modate  all  Senators.  We  have  consult¬ 
ed  with  every  Senator  we  could  reach. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  was  no  quorum 
call. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  We  had  a  substan¬ 
tial  part  of  a  quorum.  A  quorum  is  not 
required  for  a  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  to  limit  debate.  If  we  wait  until 
Monday,  we  shall  be  here  perhaps  until 
Thursday  or  Friday  on  this  bill,  because 
we  shall  be  discussing  other  things. 
With  this  agreement  I  feel  confident  that 
we  can  dispose  of  the  bill  promptly.  I 
hope  the  Senator  will  not  object. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  understand.  I  am 
always  agreeable,  and  I  always  get  the 
worst  of  it  by  being  agreeable.  In  this 
particular  instance,  so  far  as  this  bill  is 
concerned,  we  can  proceed  with  the  de¬ 
bate  for  a  little  while  longer  this  after¬ 
noon — I  do  not  know  for  how  long.  To¬ 
morrow  we  are  going  to  take  it  easy  in 
our  offices.  We  are  not  interested  in 
gaining  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Sten- 
nis  in  the  chair) .  As  a  Member  of  the 
Senate,  the  present  occupant  of  the 
Chair  calls  for  the  regular  order.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  object. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  willing  that  the  Senate  meet  to¬ 
morrow  if  any  Senator  wishes  to  come 
here  and  speak,  if  in  that  way  we  can 
find  it  possible  to  reach  a  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  reserving 
the  right  to  object - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  the  floor.  Does  he  yield 
the  floor? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  objected  to  the  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  has  been  heard.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  quorum  call  was  ordered  I  had  stated 


that  125,000  big  farms  represented  only 
2  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farm  operators. 
They  produce  only  approximately  7  per¬ 
cent  of  the  food  and  fiber  products  sold 
on  the  market.  There  is  grave  doubt 
whether  there  is  any  real  need  by  even 
this  fraction  of  the  farmers  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation. 

Why  do  I  say  that?  I  say  it  because 
the  President’s  Commission  on  Migratory 
Labor  so  declares  in  the  findings  issued 
several  days  after  the  Senate  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  report¬ 
ed  the  measure.  It  was  only  a  few  days 
after  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  reported  the  bill  that 
the  President’s  commission  studying  this 
very  question  made  its  report.  That  re¬ 
port  was  contrary  to  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  made  by  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Based  on  many  months  of  study  and 
hearings  throughout  the  country  the 
President’s  Commission  on  Migratory 
Labor  said: 

Although,  our  Government  is  Importing 
large  numbers  of  foreign  workers  for  em¬ 
ployment  on  farms,  we  are  convinced  that 
they  are  not  needed  to  meet  the  food  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  defense  emergency  period. 

Mr.  Roberts  in  his  telegram  to  me 
stated  that  one  of  the  reasons  for  prompt 
passage  of  the  bill  reported  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  was 
that  it  was  necessary  to  meet  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  defense  emergency 
period.  But  the  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion,  which  has  studied  the  problem, 
stated  differently  in  itsureport,  which  I 
hold  in  my  hand.  It  said : 

Although  our  Government  is  importing 
large  numbers  of  foreign  workers  for  em¬ 
ployment  on  farms,  we  are  convinced  that 
they  are  not  needed  to  meet  the  food  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  defense  emergency  period. 

Hence  that  report  is  entirely  contrary 
to  the  conclusions  reached  by  Mr.  Rob¬ 
erts  of  the  Farm  Bureau  Federation  in 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  President,  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mission  on  Migratory  Labor  was  com¬ 
posed  of  men  distinguished  for  their  im¬ 
partiality  and  fine  minds.  They  would 
not  have  made  such  a  statement  care¬ 
lessly.  They  made  it  only  after  the  evi¬ 
dence  they  assembled  from  one  end  of 
the  country  to  the  other  satsfied  them 
that  such  a  statement  is  an  expression 
of  the  true  facts  as  to  farm  labor  needs. 
The  Chairman  of  the  Commission  came 
from  a  Southern  State.  He  is  not  in¬ 
terested  in  political  expediency.  He  is 
not  interested  in  slave  profit.  His  name 
is  Maurice  T.  Van  Hecke.  He  is  dean 
of  the  University  of  North  Carolina  Law 
School,  a  scholar  and  teacher  noted  in 
his  profession.  North  Carolina  has  pro¬ 
duced  some  very  fine  Americans,  very 
fine  investigators,  very  fine  citizens. 

Another  member  of  the  Commission 
was  Noble  Clark.  Who  is  he?  He  is 
the  chief  of  the  agricultural  experiment 
station  at  the  University  of  Wisconsin. 
Mr.  President,  would  he  be  interested  in 
farm  labor.  Would  he  be  impartial?  I 
will  let  Senators  answer  that  question. 

Another  member  of  the  Commission 
was  Archbishop  Robert  E.  Lucey,  of  San 
Antonio,  Tex.,  in  the  very  heart  of  the 
wetback  problem.  Only  today  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  a  telegram  from  Archbishop 
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Lucey.  It  is  dated  San  Antonio,  April 
27,  and  reads  as  follows: 

May  I  sincerely  commend  your  efforts  to 
amend  the  farm  labor  measure  now  under 
Senate  consideration  so  that  it  will  contain 
at  least  some  standards  of — 

Of  what? — 

of  decent  working  conditions. 

Mr.  President,  I  know  I  could  defeat 
the  bill,  or  that  we  could  properly  amend 
it,  if  the  Senate  of  the  United  States 
would  only  understand  its  implications. 
I  continue  to  read: 

so  that  it  will  contain  at  least  some  stand¬ 
ards  of  decent  working  conditions  and  will 
not  encourage  a  further  influx  across  the 
border  of  large  numbers  of  Mexican  workers 
who  are  not  needed.  Having  long  studied 
the  farm-labor  situation  in  this  area  at  first 
hand — 

Not  in  committee  hearings,  but  deal¬ 
ing  with  human  beings  affected  with 
working  conditions  daily — 
at  first  hand  and  in  recent  months  as  a 
member  of  the  President’s  Commission  on 
Migratory  Labor  in  its  Nation-wide  investi¬ 
gation  I — 

Archbishop  Lucey,  of  San  Antonio, 
Tex.,  speaking — 

I  firmly  believe  that  the  demand  for  fur¬ 
ther  Mexican  workers  is  not  Justified.  If  a 
small  number  of  alien  workers  are  required, 
immediate  steps  should  be  taken  to  organize 
our  farm-labor  force  which  in  itself  should 
be  adequate  for  our  needs. 

I  .wish  you  success  in  your  noble  under¬ 
taking. 

Archbishop  Lucey. 

When  he  says: 

If  a  small  number  of  alien  workers  are 
required,  immediate  steps  should  be  taken 
to  organize  our  farm-labor  force  which  in  it¬ 
self  should  be  adequate  for  our  needs — 

He  is  speaking  for  the  millions  of 
American  citizens  who  are  available  for 
farm  labor  in  the  United  States. 

Another  member  of  the  Commission 
was  Dr.  William  Leiserson,  former  Chair¬ 
man  of  the  National  Labor  Relations 
Board;  and  still  another  member  was 
Dr.  Peter  Odegard,  member  of  the  fac¬ 
ulty  at  the  University  of  California  and 
president  of'the  American  Political  Sci¬ 
ence  Association. 

The  latter  is  a  scientist  at  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  California.  California  has  many 
problems,  thousands  of  problems  con¬ 
nected  with  migratory  workers,  whether 
they  be  aliens  or  from  the  continental 
United  States.  This  man  has  no  ax  to 
grind.  He,  as  a  scientist,  studied  the 
problem.  He  was  a  member  of  the 
Commission  that  made  the  report  and 
the  comment: 

Although  our  Government  Is  importing 
large  numbers  of  foreign  workers  for  em¬ 
ployment  on  farms,  we  are  convinced  that 
they  are  not  needed  to  meet  the  food  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  defense  emergency  period. 

The  word  of  these  men,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  should  be  given  very  careful  con¬ 
sideration.  The  Senate  can  ill  afford  to 
disregard  the  findings  and  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  such  a  Commission  after  its  pro¬ 
longed  and  painstaking  Nation-wide  in¬ 
quiry  and  analysis.  If  each  of  us  in 
this  Chamber  can  find  time  to  read  the 
Commission’s  report — and  I  hope  each 
of  us  will  find  time — our  conclusion  will 


be  that  there  is  no  real  need  for  the  type 
of  legislation  now  before  us. 

We  have  the  admission  of  my  good 
friend,  the  chairman  of  the  committee, 
that  the  Commission’s  report  was  not 
considered,  in  the  first  place,  because  it 
was  not  available  and,  in  the  second 
place,  for  reasons  best  known  to  the 
committee. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  But¬ 
ler  of  Maryland  in  the  chair) .  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  realizes 
that  more  than  a  year  was  required  by 
the  Commission  to  enable  it  to  make  its 
report.  Under  those  circumstances,  how 
could  the  committee  have  considered  the 
whole  subject  in  a  few  weeks?  As  I  have 
indicated  on  several  occasions,  in  order 
to  be  in  a  position  to  import  Mexican 
labor  and  to  obtain  it  in  time  for  use 
in  harvesting  the  big  crops  which  are 
now  being  grown,  we  must  act  on  this 
bill  before  June  30. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
and  respect  my  good  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana.  I  know  his  ability 
and  his  alert  mind,  and  I  know  of  the 
fine  committee  staff  he  has.  It  would 
not  have  taken  that  staff  an  hour  and  a 
half  to  analyze  the  report  and  give  that 
information  to  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  that  I  recall 
the  time  during  the  reign  of  James  II  of 
England  when  one  of  the  Scotch  dukes 
was  arrested  and  taken  to  London,  and 
there  he  was  beheaded.  Thereafter  his 
brother,  also  a  Scotch  duke,  was  taken 
to  London,  but  for  the  moment  he  was 
not  beheaded.  He  was  taken  before  King 
James.  Being  a  fine  Scotchman,  that 
duke  was  firm  in  maintaining  his  con¬ 
victions.  King  James  said  to  him,  “You 
have  been  answering  improperly.  You 
forget  that  I  have  the  power  to  save  your 
head.” 

The  good  Scotch  duke,  firm  man  and 
good  citizen  that  he  was,  said,  “I  know 
that  Your  Majesty  has  the  power  to  save 
my  head,  but  I  also  know  that  Your  Maj¬ 
esty  does  not  have  the  inclination  to  save 
my  head.” 

Mr.  President,  I  am  sure  it  was  not  a 
lack  of  inclination  which  caused  the 
committee  not  to  act  on  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  President’s  Commission. 
To  the  contrary,  I  think  the  failure  of 
the  committee  to  act  on  the  recommen¬ 
dations  of  the  Commission  was  due  to 
the  laudable  desire  of  the  committee  to 
report  a  measure  on  this  subject.  So, 
possibly  unintentionally,  the  committee 
neglected  to  look  at  the  report  made  by 
the  President’s  Commission. 

The  commission  found  that  there  are 
approximately  1,000,000  adult  persons 
who  follow  the  crops  from  area  to  area 
and  from  State  to  State,  and  often  do 
not  have  a  permanent  place  which  they 
call  their  home.  The  average  annual 
earnings  of  these  workers  “wandering 
restlessly  over  the  face  of  the  land”  was 
found  to.  be  slightly  more  than  $500  a 
year.  Mr.  President,  in  these  days  when 


we  are  sermonizing  to  the  entire  world, 
in  these  days  when  we  try  to  impress 
on  all  other  countries  the  benefits  of  the 
point  4  program,  we  find  a  commission 
composed  of  outstanding  citizens  of  our 
country  telling  us  that  1,000,000  adults 
within  our  own  country  earn  only  ap¬ 
proximately  $500  a  year,  at  a  time  when 
liver  is  selling  for  $1.75  a  pound.  Should 
those  persons  be  protected,  or  do  we 
exercise  sound  judgment  if  we  forget 
those  1,000,000  adults  and  if  we  import 
foreign  labor  because  it  might  be  ad¬ 
vantageous  for  the  moment  for  a  few 
farmers? 

The  commission’s  report  leaves  no 
doubt  as  to  how  shocking  are  the  hous¬ 
ing,  health,  and  living  conditions  of  these 
migrants. 

Mr.  President,  the  report  states  that 
at  Fort  Collins,  Colo.,  a  doctor,  who  is 
chairman  of  the  Colorado  Governor’s 
Committee  on  Migrant  Labor,  testified 
about  conditions  in  a  large  farm-labor 
camp  which  was  built  and  formerly  was 
operated  by  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture,  but  now  is  under 
the  management  of  farm  employers.  I 
wish  to  read  some  of  his  testimony.  In¬ 
asmuch  as  only  a  few  Senators  are  now 
present  in  the  Chamber  and  are  listen¬ 
ing  to  what  I  say,  I  respectfully  call  this 
matter  to  the  attention  of  our  guests 
who  are  in  the  gallery: 

I  have  never  been  as  shocked  as  when  I 
entered  the  one-room  shacks  with  old  iron 
bedsteads  and  thin  pads,  with  one  shaded 
bulb,  in  which  as  many  as  8  to  10  people 
sleep,  and  with  an  old  cook  stove,  dirt  just 
as  thick  as  you  could  find  it,  no  toilet  fa¬ 
cilities,  no  water  facilities.  The  thing  that 
the  camp  is  proud  of  is  the  bank  toilets  and 
bank  showers,  and  when  I  counted  up  the 
numbers  that  were  available,  when  one  con¬ 
siders  the  large  number  of  people  that  live 
there  in  the  summer,  it’s  below  the  lowest 
possible  standard  of  30  or  40  years  ago,  let 
alone  today’s  standards. 

In  the  commission’s  report  it  is  stated 
that  when  the  United  States  Public 
Health  Service  X-rayed  the  occupants 
of  that  camp  in  1949,  it  was  found  that 
115,  or  4.2  percent,  -of  the  2,704  migrants 
examined,  showed  positive  tuberculosis 
or  other  pathological  conditions. 

That  situation  was  found  to  exist  in 
our  progressive  America,  Mr.  President, 
in  the  country  that  is  telling  the  rest 
of  the  world  how  to  behave  and  how  to 
improve  its  condition  and  how  to  obtain 
better  economic  advantages  for  its 
people. 

That  is  sermonizing.  I  continue: 

The  director  of  this  Florida  county 
testified : 

“This  is  an  actual  observation:  A  sanita¬ 
rian  reports  180  people  living  in  60  rooms, 
with  only  1  toilet  stool  that  works.” 

One  hundred  and  eighty  people.  I 
hope  if  Senators  cannot  listen  to  this, 
they  will  read  my  remarks;  but,  if  they 
do  not,  I  want  all  the  American  people 
to  know  about  the  conditions.  When 
the  American  people  know  about  the 
conditions,  I  shall  consider  myself  to 
have  been  fully  repaid  for  my  humble 
efforts  in  trying  to  set  forth  a  picture  of 
very  bad  health  within  the  United  States. 
But,  at  the  place  where  there  was  but 
1  toilet  stool  which  worked,  and  which 
was  to  accommodate  180  persons,  condi- 
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tions  have  improved,  according  to  the 
report  of  the  President’s  Commission, 
which  continues : 

This  has  been  corrected  somewhat  by  three 
additional  stools  which  were  added  by  the 
time  of  the  last  inspection. 

We  are  picking  up.  The  Florida 
county  health  director  continues : 

One  of  our  public-health  nurses  visited  a 
nursery  maintained  on  a  private  farm  and 
found  48 — I  did  not  say  4,  I  said  48 — infants 
on  2  double  beds. 

Infants,  Mr.  President,  who  might  be¬ 
come  human  cannon  fodder  in  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  our  democracy.  Should  at¬ 
tention  be  paid  to  those  conditions  by 
the  American  people,  including  its  repre¬ 
sentatives  in  the  Congress?  There  are 
nevertheless  those  who  become  excited 
about  the  point  4  program  for  the  under¬ 
developed  areas  of  the  world.  Only  to¬ 
day,  in  the  Senate  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations,  consideration  was  given  to  the 
appropriation  of  money  to  be  sent  abroad 
for  the  care  -of  children — a  noble,  a 
laudable  purpose.  But,  I  ask,  what 
about  our  own  children?  What  about 
cur  own  workers?  Mr.  President,  call  it 
isolationism,  if  you  wish,  but  I,  for  one, 
still  want  to  think  of,  and  am  proud  to 
think  of,  the  American  people.  The 
director  of  the  Florida  County  Health 
Department  says: 

I  did  not  say  4,  I  said  48 — infants  on  2 
double  beds.  I  might  add  that  two  of  the 
babies  in  that  location  subsequently  died. 

About  100,000  of  these  workers  were 
found  to  be  contract  nationals  imported 
legally,  as  will  be  done  under  this  bill, 
from  Mexico  and  the  British  West  Indies. 
Some  400,000  were  found  to  be  illegal 
immigrants,  so-called  wetbacks  from 
Mexico.  Mr.  President,  do  you  observe 
the  proportion?  What  would  happen 
under  the  provisions  of  this  bill?  Of  the 
total  of  500,000,  100,000  were  found  to 
have  come  here  legally  under  contracts 
with  employers  in  this  country,  the  other 
400,000  were  found  to  be  illegal  immi¬ 
grants  or  wetbacks. 

The  disgraceful  condition  under 
which  these  immigrants  seek  to  eke  out 
their  pitiful  living  has  been  the  subject 
of  many  newspaper  and  magazine 
articles.  The  New  York  Times,  in  a 
graphic  and  deeply-moving  series  of 
articles  written  by  Gladwin  Hill,  pub¬ 
lished  from  March  25  to  29,  describes  the 
distressing  plight  of  these  Mexican  im¬ 
migrants.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  inserted  this 
series  in  the  Congressional  Record  on 
April  9.  The  articles  assert  that  as 
many  as  1,000,000  Mexican  workers  have 
crossed  the  border  illegally  within  a 
single  year.  What  this  means  in  misery 
for  the  wetbacks  is  bad  enough,  but  the 
pitifully  low  wages  they  receive  over 
long  periods  of  time  make  them  an  eco¬ 
nomic  liability  in  the  areas  where  they 
are  employed. 

To  illustrate,  I  wish  to  call  attention 
to  the  headlines  of  the  articles  which 
appeared  in  the  New  York  Times.  The 
first  one,  which  appeared  on  March  25, 
1951,  was  headed: 


Million  a  Year  Flee  Mexico  Only  To  Find 
Peonage  Here 

Illegal  migration  across  1,600-mile  border 
by  seasonal — 

What  kind  of  labor? — 
slave  labor  depresses  Latin  and  United  States 
levels  alike. 

That  article,  together  with  other  ar¬ 
ticles,  was  inserted  in  the  Congressional 
Record  on  April  9.  I  have  before  me 
one  of  the  series  of  articles,  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  New  York  Times  on  April 
26.  It  was  written  by  the  same  author, 
and  I  wish  to  call  attention  to  the  head¬ 
line.  It  will  make  wonderful  reading  in 
a  country  which  is  fighting  so  hard  for 
democracy,  a  country  which  would  pro¬ 
vide  everything  that  is  good  for  every 
other  country,  a  country  which  believes 
in  point  4.  Listen  to  this: 

Peons  net  farmer — 

That  is,  the  man  who  believes  in  the 
passage  of  the  pending  bill  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  form — 

Peons  net  farmer  a  fabulous  profit;  illegal 
migrants  from  Mexico  working  ricb  soil  of 
West  a  bonanza  to  exploiters;  pay  15  to  25 
cents  a  day. 

We  talk  about  the  American  way  of 
life,  about  American  standards  of  living. 
Mr.  President,  do  you  think  it  is  doing 
the  American  laborer  or  the  American 
businessman  any  good  to  have  in  this 
country  a  human  being,  whether  a  na¬ 
tive,  a  citizen  of  the  country,  or  a  for¬ 
eigner,  who  receives  from  15  to  25  cents 
a  day? 

Is  not  that  very  condition  undermin¬ 
ing  our  way  of  life?  We  love  to  talk  and 
to  brag  about  American  standards  of 
living.  They  are  very  fine,  and  we  want 
to  keep  them  that  way.  But  we  must 
have  the  ability  to  keep  them  up,  and  we 
shall  not  do  it  with  slave  labor,  either 
domestic  or  otherwise. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  I  should  read 
a  portion  of  this  article.  I  have  read 
some  of  the  headlines,  but  they  go  a  little 
further.  Here  is  another  headline: 

And  many  receive  food  alone,  while 
shelter  is  a  hut,  a  thatch,  or  the  stars. 

Not  the  15  or  25  cents,  so  the  article 
say,  but  “many  receive  food  alone,  while 
shelter  is  a  hut,  a  thatch,  or  the  stars.” 

The  stars  are  the  best.  Nature  pro¬ 
vided  that  shelter.  I  have  seen  the  huts, 
and  in  many  instances  the  average 
American  farmer  would  not  furnish  such 
habitations  for  his  pigs,  his  horses,  or  his 
sheep. 

The  date  line  of  this  article  is  Browns¬ 
ville,  Tex.,  March  26,  1951.  I  read 
further: 

The  lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  is  the  heart 
of  the  1,600-mile-wide  border  belt  stretching 
from  Texas  to  California  into  which  more 
than  1,000,000  Mexicans  annually  infiltrate 
illegally  in  quest  of  work. 

That  has  reference  to  slave  work,  be¬ 
cause  they  are  so  poor  and  poverty- 
stricken. 

Here,  amid  such  towns  as  Waslaco,  Donna, 
Harlingen,  and  McAllen  are  some  of  the  most 
fertile  and  productive  cotton,  citrus,  and 
vegetable  lands  in  the  country. 


That  is  true,  Mr.  President.  Much  of 
the  spinach,  onions,  lettuce,  citrus  fruit, 
and  other  food  products  comes  from  that 
productive  valley. 

The  lower  Rio  Grande  comprises  princi¬ 
pally  three  counties,  Cameron,  Hidalgo,  and 
Willacy,  with  300,000  population.  Their  only 
fractionally  cultivated  gross  area  of  3,000 
square  miles,  although  constituting  only  2 
percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  State,  yields 
some  15  percent  of  its  farm  income. 

In  this  relatively  small  area,  on  an  aver¬ 
age  day  during  last  year’s  harvest  peak, 
according  to  a  careful  study  by  two  leading 
southwestern  sociologists,  about  100,000  wet¬ 
backs  were  working.  A  check  of  14  farms 
taken  at  random  by  Dr.  Lyle  Saunders  of 
the  University  of  New  Mexico  and  Dr.  Olen 
Leonard,  of  Vanderbilt  University,  disclosed 
that  93  out  of  every  100  workers  were  il¬ 
legal  Mexican  aliens. 

In  lesser  concentrations  as  the  distance 
from  the  border  increases,  but  still  in  swarms 
of  thousands,  other  wetbacks  can  be  found 
in  the  harvesting  and  thinning  seasons  in 
the  Salt  River  Valley  of  Arizona,  the  Im¬ 
perial  and  San  Joaquin  Valleys  of  California, 
and  many  other  sections  of  the  West  and 
South — legally  fugitives  from  justice,  but 
beneficiaries — or  victims — cf  skimpy  border 
protection,  grasping  farmers  and  an  apathe¬ 
tic  public. 

How  shall  I  say  it — it  is  a  matter  of  the 
turning  away  of  the  eye  of  the  immigra¬ 
tion  agent. 

Over  the  whole  area  there  are  many  farm¬ 
ers  and  farm  associations  that  because  of 
special  circumstances  or  plan  scruples  do  not 
use  wetbacks — 

In  many  areas  the  farmer  himself  does 
not  employ  them. 

but  for  the  average  farmer,  such  a  course 
means  bucking  an  entrenched  cheap-labor 
system. 

That  is  what  it  is. 

In  contrast  to  visions  of  affluence,  con¬ 
jured  up  by  the  wide  disparity  in  United 
States  and  Mexico  living  standards,  the 
w.etback  finds  himself*  under  a  system  of 
wages  governed  entirely  by  what  the  traffic 
will  bear. 

That  is  what  will  happen  if  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  is  passed  as  reported 
to  the  Senate. 

Farmers  acknowledged  to  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Migratory  Labor  last  summer 
that  they  paid  field  hands  as  low  as  15 
cents  an  hour. 

Human  beings  with  families. 

According  to  the  Saunders-Leonard  study, 
the  prevailing  hourly  wage  for  wetbacks 
In  this  valley  last  year  was  25  cents  an  hour. 

So,  as  between  the  article  and  the 
headlines,  I  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  there  is  a  mistake,  be¬ 
cause,  according  to  the  headlines,  it  was 
from  15  to  25  cents  a  day,  and  in  the 
heart  of  the  article  it  is  seated  as  being 
from  15  to  25  cents  an  hour. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  commis¬ 
sion  indicate  the  period  during  which  the 
data  were  gathered?  In  exactly  what 
year  was  it? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  This  was  in  1948. 
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1951 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  study  took 
place  in  1948,  during  what  period  was  the 
wage  paid? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  commission  did 
not  come  into  being  until  the  past  2  y2 
or  2  years;  so  it  was  within  that  period. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  must  have  been 
before  that  period  that  the  wage  was 
being  paid. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  was  speaking  of  the 
time  that  Dr.  Saunders,  of  the  University 
of  New  Mexico,  and  Dr.  Leonard,  of 
Vanderbilt  University,  made  their  in¬ 
vestigation.  As  I  understand,  the  Saun¬ 
ders  report  was  issued  on  January 
1,  1951. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  wages  were  for 
what  year?  w 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Last  summer. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Were  those  wages 
paid  to  wetbacks? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  I  continue  read¬ 
ing  from  the  article: 

Although  cotton  was  sailing  at  exception¬ 
ally  high  prices — 

So  it  was  1950 — 

the  cotton  picking  rate  in  the  valley  was  at 
its  lowest  in  some  time,  $1.25  a  hundred 
pounds — 

I  wish  some  of  the  Senators  from  non¬ 
cotton  producing  areas  could  at  some 
time  see  the  fatiguing  stoop  work  of  the 
cotton  picker — 

at  which,  it  was  calculated,  the  average 
picker  might  earn  a  maximum  of  about  $26 
for  a  7-day  week — 

Twenty-six  dollars  for  7  days  of  pick¬ 
ing  cotton. 

Hourly  rates  like  25  cents  do  not  neces¬ 
sarily  indicate  the  real  wage  level  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  situation,  because  they  may  be  re¬ 
placed  by  piecework  rates  that  are  less,  or  by 
day  rates  based  on  a  theoretical  8  hours  that 
in  practice  may  stretch  out  to  10  or  11  hours. 

Gross  wages,  moreover,  are  often  subject 
to  deductions  for  meals,  commissary  pur¬ 
chases,  and  special  assessments,  such  as  the 
common  practice  of  charging  workers  for 
binding  wire  for  vegetables,  a  practice  obvi¬ 
ously  implying  either  a  paring  of  the  nomi¬ 
nal  wage  or  profiteering  on  the  wire. 

Two  cases  reported  last  summer  at  McAllen 
were  a  father,  mother,  and  two  children  who 
had  worked  4  days  for  a  net  of  $6.50  and  an 
inexperienced  cotton  picker  who  after  3  days’ 
work  was  told  he  had  just  earned  the  food 
he  had  eaten. 

That  is  happening  in  our  democracy, 
Mr.  President. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  article  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  remain¬ 
der  of  the  article  was  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

SOME  GET  NO  CASH 

It  is  not  extraordinary  for  wetbacks  to 
report  having  worked  for  weeks  only  to  be 
told  that  there  was  no  cash  due  them.  In 
such  a  circumstance  the  wetback  has  lit¬ 
tle  scope  for  argument;  the  farmer  can  Just 
turn  him  into  the  immigration  authorities 
for  deportation. 

A  few  days  ago  I  talked  with  a  wetback 
named  Felix  Moreno,  who  had  come  into 
El  Centro,  Calif.,  to  get  help  in  collecting  $47 
lye  said  a  nearby  farmer  owed  him  for  10  days 
of  carrot  bundling.  He  was  one  of  50  wet¬ 
backs  in  a  crew  of  65._  A  typical  wetback 
in  many  respects,  Moreno  was  24  years  old 
and  had  a  wife  and  year-old  child  back  in 
Mexico. 


Last  fall  he  had  taken  more  than  a 
month’s  Mexican  wages  to  buy  a  train  ticket 
from  Santiago,  Guatajuato,  800  miles  south 
of  the  border.  He  had  walked  across  the 
line  in  the  desert  and  worked  intermittently 
in  cotton  and  vegetables  in  the  6  months 
since.  In  his  pocket  he  had  20  cents. 

Aside  from  wages,  the  wetback  gets 
nothing.  His  lodging  is  seldom  better  than 
an  irrigation-ditch  bank  or  hut  improvised 
from-  Junk  or  thatch.  The  worker-housing 
situation  in  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  ranches 
was  tersely  summarized  in  a  report  published 
by  the  University  of  Texas  last  December: 

“No  housing  facilities  exist.” 

Southwestern  farmers  have  two  principal 
explanations  for  the  wholesale  resort  to 
labor  that  is  contraband  but  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  which,  because  of  legal  technicali¬ 
ties,  is  not  subject  to  prosecution. 

One  is  that  “local  labor  is  not  available.” 

It  is  true  that,  under  present  arrange¬ 
ments,  peak  harvest  labor  requirements 
often  exceed  the  immediate  local  supply. 
The  University  of  Texas  survey,  made  by 
Prof.  Eastin  Nelson  and  Prof.  Frederic 
Meyers,  found,  for  instance,  that  in  the 
Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  seasonal  cotton 
labor  needs  fluctuated  from  5,000  to  125,000 
against  a  permanent  total  labor  force  of 
only  38,000. 

However,  the  same  study  found  that  an 
adequate  supply  might  well  be  drawn  from 
within  the  State  of  Texas  if  adequate  mone¬ 
tary  and  other  considerations  were  offered. 

Observing  that  “much  of  the  agricultural 
labor  in  the  valley  is  performed  by  illegal 
entrants  from  Mexico,”  and  tactfully  skirting 
the  question  of  wages  with  the  notation  that 
they  were  “low”  even  in  comparison  with 
other  parts  of  Texas,  the  Nelson-Meyers  re¬ 
port  continued: 

“The  valley  has  an  opportunity  almost 
unique  in  a  largely  agricultural  area  of  pro¬ 
viding  steady  year-around  jobs  for  a  per¬ 
manent  resident  labor  force  *  *  *  (but) 

no  such  stable  and  desirable  conditions 
exist,  and  the  reasons  for  their  lack  lie 
plainly  in  the  instability  created  by  the 
continuous  traffic  back  and  forth  across  the 
Rio  Grande. 

facilities  unnecessary 

“The  living  standards  which  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  are  willing  to  tolerate,  and  the  fact 
that  so  many  of  them  are  only  temporary 
residents,  have  made  it  unnecessary  for  val¬ 
ley  farmers  to  provide  housing,  sanitary  fa¬ 
cilities  and  other  nonwage  perquisites  ade¬ 
quate  to  retain  a  permanent  resident  farm 
population.” 

During  the  last  few  years  while  the  wet¬ 
back  traffic  has  been  increasing  at  a  rate 
of  50  percent  or  more  a  year,  there  has  been 
more  or  less  constant  farm  unemployment 
in  the  Southwest. 

In  the  face  of  purported  shortages  of  labor 
in  Texas,  every  year  around  100,000  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  State  take  to  the  road,  join¬ 
ing  the  migrant  farm  labor  stream  to  the 
States  north,  west,  and  east,  where  lessened 
wetback  competition  brings  more  adequate 
compensation. 

Granting  the  possible  occasional  need  for 
foreign  labor,  there  is  machinery  under  the 
United  States-Mexico  agreement  of  1949  for 
the  legal  importation  of  workers  under  con¬ 
tract.  But  the  farmers  do  not  like  this,  be¬ 
cause  contracting  involves  minimum  wages — 
ranging  currently  from  40  cents  an  hour 
for  Texas  to  60  cents  for  California — and 
guaranties  of  housing,  insurance,  and  other 
conditions  that  make  it  far  more  expen¬ 
sive  than  wetbacks.  Consequently,  legal  con¬ 
tracting  has  remained  minute  in  comparison 
with  wetback  employment. 

Although  wetback  employment  is  such  an 
established  institution  that  Rio  Grande  Val¬ 
ley  newspapers  refer  to  it  baldly  as  cheap 
labor,  farmers  often  argue  that  any  greater 
labor  costs  would  put  them  out  of  busi¬ 
ness. 


CAN  BE  DONE 

There  is  telling  evidence  in  contradiction 
of  this  contention.  For  virtually  every  case 
where  a  crop  is  being  produced  with  wet¬ 
back  labor,  instances  can  be  found  of  the 
same  crop’s  being  produced  competitively — 
often  in  less  favorable  areas — with  legal 
Mexican  contract  labor  or  domestic  labor. 

At  the  time  farmers  in  the  Lower  Rio 
Grande  Valley  were  paying  $1.25  for  cotton 
picking,  farmers  in  California’s  San  Joaquin 
Valley — 300  miles  from  north  of  the  border — 
were  paying  $3 — and  making  impressive 
profits.  Similar  differentials  customarily  ex¬ 
ist  in  citrus  and  vegetable  production,  de¬ 
spite  California’s  more  costly  distance  from 
Eastern  markets. 

Even  within  Texas,  “at  a  time  when  daily 
wages  for  cotton  chopping  (thinning)  in  the 
valley  were  about  $2.25,”  the  Nelson-Meyers 
report  said,  “in  the  northeast  sandy  lands 
of  Texas  they  were  $3,  in  Corpus  Christi  and 
the  coast  prairie  areas  they  were  $4,  in  the 
rolling  plains  $5,  and  in  the  high  plains 
$5.25.” 

The  Saunders-Leonard  study  indicated 
that  valley  farmers  were  able  to  realize  up¬ 
wards  of  $5,000,000  extra  profit  of  their  cot¬ 
ton  crop  last  summer  by  their  illegal-labor 
wage  rates.  This  comfortable  differential 
possibly  throws  light  on  the  fact  that  dur¬ 
ing  1949,  when  the  farm  income  of  the  State 
as  a  whole  was  declining  8  percent,  accord¬ 
ing  to  statistics  of  the  State  department 
of  agriculture,  valley  farmers  were  able  to 
increase  their  income  by  7  percent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
in  my  hand  an  article  published  in  the 
New  York  Times  of  March  27,  1951,  under 
the  caption:  “Peons  in  the  West  lower¬ 
ing  culture — Illegal  migrants  from  Mex¬ 
ico  form  vast  unassimilable  block  of 
population — All  standards  decline — 
Health,  education,  democracy  in  areas 
where  wetbacks  work  are  deplorable.” 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  entire 
article  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Peons  in  the  West  Lowering  Culture — 

Illegal  Migrants  From  Mexico  Form  Vast 

Unassimilable  Block  of  Population — All 

Standards  Decline — -Health,  Education, 

Democracy  in  Areas  Where  Wetbacks 

Work  Are  Deplorable 

(This  is  the  third  of  five  articles  dealing 
with  the  economic  and  sociological  problem 
of  the  wetbacks — illegal  Mexican  immigrants 
in  the  Southwestern  United  States.) 

(By  Gladwin  Hill) 

El’Paso,  Tex.,  March  26. — The  annual  in¬ 
vasion  of  the  United  States  by  more  than 
1,000,000  illegal  Mexican  border  jumpers,  long 
regarded  by  some  as  merely  a  quaint  regional 
phenomenon  of  the  Southwest,  is  emerging 
as  a  prime  factor  in  some  of  the  worst  eco¬ 
nomic  and  social  conditions  in  the  Nation. 

It  is  a  matter  of  extensive  public  record 
that  the  3,000,000  Mexican-American  citizens 
of  the  Southwest  are  one  of  the  most  under¬ 
privileged  segments  of  the  population,  in 
earnings,  health,  education,  and  equality  of 
treatment. 

The  wetbacks,  whose  influx  in  its  pres¬ 
ent  proportions  is  a  development  of  recent 
years,  did  not  originate  these  conditions.  In 
the  opinion  of  a  large  number  of  expert  ob¬ 
servers,  however,  their  presence  has  done 
much  to  perpetuate  and  aggravate  them. 

“From  a  cultural  standpoint,”  states  Dr. 
George  Sanchez,  head  of  the  department  of 
history  and  philosophy  of  education  at  the 
University  of  Texas,  and  probably  the  fore¬ 
most  student  of  regional  interracial  affairs, 
“the  influx  of  a  million  or  more  wetbacks  a 
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year  transforms  the  Spanish-speaking  people 
of  the  Southwest  from  an  ethnic  group  which 
might  be  assimilated  with  reasonable  facility 
into  what  I  call  a  'culturally  indigestible’ 
peninsula  of  Mexico.” 

NULLIFIES  INTEGRATION 

‘‘The  wetback  migration  tends  to  nullify 
processes  of  social  integration  going  back  300 
or  350  years,  and  I  would  say  at- the  present 
time  has  set  the  whole  assimilation  process 
back  at  least  20  or  30  years.” 

It  is  the  Mexican-American  citizens  whom 
primarily  the  wetback  cheap-labor  invasion 
deprives  of  jobs,  and,  through  broad  eco¬ 
nomic  pressures,  pulls  down  to  its  own  prim¬ 
itive  living  standards. 

It  is  the  wetbacks,  as  parties  to  an  in¬ 
formal  system  of  peonage,  who  inexorably 
tend  to  set  the  level  of  the  far  from  friction¬ 
less  relations  between  the  Mexican-Americans 
and  the  “Anglos.” 

"No  citizen  who  wants  to  live  in  even  a 
minimum  of  comfort  and  decency  can  com¬ 
pete  with  the  wetback  wage  scale,”  Dr.  San¬ 
chez  and  Dr.  Lyle  Saunders,  of  the  University 
of  New  Mexico,  said  in  a  recent  report  of  the 
Uiversity  of  Texas’  continuing  study  of  the 
Spanish-speaking  peoples,  a  project  of  the 
Rockefeller  Foundation’s  general  education 
board. 

“With  an  oversupply  of  cheap  unprotected 
labor  always  present  organization  of  workers 
is  impossible,  individual  bargaining  is  futile. 

“There  are  only  two  choices:  Work  for 
what  the  wetback  works  for  and  live  as  he 
lives,  or  leave  the  area.  Many  accept  the 
former  alternative.  Those  who  can,  choose 
the  second  and  become  displaced  persons. 
Either  choice  results  in  undesirable  condi¬ 
tions  for  the  individual  and  social  problems 
for  the  community.” 

IN  THE  WAKE  OF  POVERTY 

“For  those  who  stay  and  attempt  to  com¬ 
pete,  there  is  poverty  and  all  the  evils  asso¬ 
ciated  with  it;  disease,  ignorance,  child  labor, 
crime  and  delinquency,  lack  of  concern  with 
civic  affairs,  slum  conditions,  and  always  the 
weight  of  a  deadened,  passive,  apathetic  pop¬ 
ulation  to  be  carried  on  the  shoulders  of 
other  elements  of  the  community. 

“For  those  who  leave,  there  are  similar 
problems  of  health,  education,  welfare,  and 
housing — problems  that  affect  those  migrat¬ 
ing  and  those  in  the  communities  to  which 
they  go.” 

The  second  alternative  is  exemplified  in 
the  annual  migration  of  around  100,030  Tex¬ 
ans,  along  with  thousands  of  farm  workers 
resident  in  other  wetback  States,  to  other 
harvest  areas  of  the  Nation  in  quest  of  re¬ 
munerative  work. 

It  is  possibly  more  than  coincidence  that 
the  number  of  migrant  farm  workers  who 
course  the  Nation  annually  has  been  inde¬ 
pendently  estimated  at  1,000,000 — on  the 
order  of  a  conservative  estimate  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  wetbacks  who  annually  breach  the 
border. 

The  sources  of  this  migration  vary  in  many 
cases  in  direct  proportion  to  the  presence  of 
wetbacks.  In  the  lower  Rio  Grande  Valley 
of  Texas,  the  heart  of  “wetbackland,”  where 
as  many  as  100,000  wetbacks  may  be  work¬ 
ing  at  one  time  during  the  harvest  peak,  a 
recent  survey  showed  that  of  15,000  families, 
8,000  had  hit  the  migrant  trail  during  a  2- 
year  period. 

NOT  MERELY  AGRICULTURE 

The  dislocations  are  not  confined  to  the 
agricultural  field.  Wetbacks  filter  into 
every  occupation  from  culinary  work  to  the 
building  trades.  Practically  any  labor  union 
in  the  1,600-mile  border  zone  from  Texas  to 
California  can  cite  local  instances  of  wet¬ 
back  competition  in  its  field. 

An  analysis  of  a  group  of  160  supposedly 
agrarian  wetbacks  picked  at  random  from 
among  a  summer’s  deportations  by  Dr. 


Saunders  disclosed  nine  bricklayers,  seven 
truck  drivers,  three  miners,  two  factory  work¬ 
ers,  two  welders,  two  weavers,  a  painter,  a 
barber,  a  blacksmith,  a  butcher,  a  shoemaker, 
and  a  policeman. 

A  check  of  a  single  residential  block  in  El 
Paso,  Tex.,  one  day  last  summer  turned  up 
three  wetbacks  doing  craft  work — a  paint¬ 
er,  a  carpenter,  and  a  carpenter’s  helper, 
working  at  rates  from  57  cents  an  hour  down 
to  37  cents. 

In  southwest  Texas,  wetback  competi¬ 
tion  is  so  strong  that  even  such  nationally 
powerful  unions  as  the  teamsters’  and  the 
building  trades’  are  only  sketchily  organized. 
An  organizer  for  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor  in  the  area  acknowledged  sadly  that 
even  loyal  union  members  had  got  in  the 
habit  of  working  on  jobs  beside  wetbacks 
without  protest. 

The  approximately  1,250,000  Mexican- 
Americans  in  Texas  comprise  one-sixth  of  the 
States  population.  In  many  parts  of  south¬ 
west  Texas  they  are  predominant  in  the 
population. 

The  retarded  assimilation  of  the  Spanish- 
speaking  people,  the  University  of  Texas  re¬ 
port  stated,  is  “revealed  in  second  and  third 
generation  citizens  who  do  not  speak  or  who 
are  not  fluent  in  the  language  of  their  coun¬ 
try,  in  poor  school  attendance  records  and 
low  educational  attainments,  in  abnormally 
high  concentrations  in  unskilled  occupa¬ 
tions,  in  the  persistence  of  separate,  segre¬ 
gated  institutions,  and  in  subjective  out¬ 
group  feelings  toward  non-Spanish-speaking 
citizens.” 

Despite  all  the  problems  of  assimilation. 
Dr.  Saunders  concluded  from  a  recent  study 
of  the  valley,  “it  is  conceivable  that  a  mu¬ 
tually  satisfactory  adjustment  involving  a 
considerable  cultural  and  perhaps  even  bio¬ 
logical  blending  of  both  groups  might  have 
been  reached  had  it  not  been  for  the  con¬ 
tinual  inflow  of  large  numbers  of  wetbacks. 

“For  the  wetback  embodies  most  of  the 
elements  necessary  to  reinforce  the  stereo¬ 
typed  notions  of  the  Anglo  through  which 
he  sees  or  fancies  he  sees  undesirable  char¬ 
acteristics  in  the  Spanish-speaking  group, 
and  tends  to  assign  to  all  Spanish-speaking 
people  the  characteristics  he  thinks  he  sees 
In  the  wetbacks  *  *  *  poor,  unedu¬ 

cated,  unskilled,  underfed,  and  frequently 
unclean.” 

DISCRIMINATION  RAMPANT 

Although  the  Texas  courts  have  held  that 
Mexican-Americans  are  white  and  therefore 
not  subject  to  the  same  level  of  segregation 
as  Negroes,  they  are  still  subject  to  extensive 
discrimination — both  organized,  as  in  cer¬ 
tain  public-housing  projects,  and  informally. 
A  typical  example  reported  by  Dr.  Saunders 
is  that  where  Anglo-American  stenographers 
get  between  $150  and  $250  a  month,  and 
average  about  $167,  the  standard  scale  for 
Mexican-Americans,  despite  their  convenient 
bilinguality,  is  $100  to  $150. 

Although  constituting  some  16  percent  of 
the  population  of  Texas,  Mexican-Americans 
account  for  only  2  percent  of  the  enrollment 
in  the  State’s  4-year  colleges  and  universi¬ 
ties. 

Consonant  conditions  obtain,  In  varying 
degrees,  throughout  the  Southwest. 

Possible  illumination  of  the  correlation 
between  the  status  of  the  wetback  and 
that'  of  the  Mexican-Americans  is  provided 
by  a  comparison  of  their  role  in  public  af¬ 
fairs,  in  the  States  of  Texas,  New  Mexico, 
and  California.  In  all  three  States,  Span¬ 
ish-speaking  populations  have  been  estab¬ 
lished  for  more  than  a  century.  In  New 
Mexico,  the  Spanish-speaking  people  consti¬ 
tute  a  larger  proportion  of  the  over-all  popu¬ 
lation  than  in  the  other  States — about  half— 
but  from  a  governmental  standpoint  their 
concentration  is  no  greater  In  various  areas 
than  in  important  sections  of  Texas  and 
California. 


In  the  latter  two  States,  prime  termini  of 
the  wetback  influx,  you  can  search  the 
rosters  of  State,  county,  and  local  legislative 
end  administrative  personnel  through  hun¬ 
dreds  of  names  without  encountering  one 
that  is  Spanish. 

In  New  Mexico,  which  has  only  100  miles 
of  border  contiguous  to  Mexico  and  where 
there  is  relatively  little  farming  to  draw 
wetbacks,  for  practically  every  Anglo-Ameri¬ 
can  in  public  office — including  the  State’s 
representation  in  Congress — you  can  find  a 
person  of  Latin  extraction. 

COMPARATIVE  DEATH  RATES 

Among  the  Anglo-American,  population, 
the  1946  death  rate  from  diphtheria  was  1.81 
per  100,000  population;  for  the  Spanish¬ 
speaking  people,  a  synonym  for  Mexican- 
Americans,  it  was  6.47;  the  Anglo-American 
whooping  cough  rate  was  0.64,  the  Mexican- 
American,  5.73;  the  tuberculosis  death  rate, 
25.4  for  Anglo-Americans,  159  for  Mexican- 
Americans. 

In  San  Antonio,  the  largest  city  of  south¬ 
west  Texas,  the  tuberculosis  death  rate 
among  Anglo-Americans  is  40,  among  Negroes 
60  and  among  Mexican-Americans  150. 

General  conditions  worsen  as  you  progress 
into  the  wetback  country.  In  Hidalgo 
County,  one  of  three  that  make  up  the  lower 
Rio  Grande  Valley,  a  United  States  Public 
Health  Service  survey  of  3,103  resident  Span¬ 
ish-speaking  families  comprising  16,782  per¬ 
sons  disclosed  that  in  1947-48,  9.8  percent 
had  annual  incomes  below  $500,  41.6  percent 
below  $1,000,  68.3  percent  below  $1,500,  and 
82.9  percent  below  $2,000. 

In  Hidalgo  County  in  1949,  the  infant 
death  rate  among  Spanish-speaking  people 
was  nearly  five  times  that  among  the  non- 
Spanish  speaking.  In  1949  Hidalgo  and  ad¬ 
jacent  Cameron  County,  although  contain¬ 
ing  only  one-thirtieth  of  the  State’s  popu¬ 
lation,  accounted  for  one-fifteenth  of  all  the 
State’s  meningitis,  one-twelfth  of  its  typhoid 
and  diphtheria,  one-seventh  of  its  dysentery, 
and  one-fifth  of  Its  malaria. 

EDUCATIONAL  DEFICIENCIES 

Comparable  educational  deficiencies  char¬ 
acterize  the  region.  The  farm-worker  mi¬ 
gration  from  Texas  customarily  starts  in  the 
early  spring,  months  before  the  school  year 
ends,  and  the  workers  do  not  return  until 
fall  after  the  school  year  has  started. 

Among  families  who  do  not  migrate,  and 
who  are  faced  with  making  livings  under 
the  competition  of  wetback  wages,  child 
labor  is  so  common  that  in  some  parts  of 
west  Texas  the  public  schools  remain  closed 
for  an  extra  month  while  the  fall  harvest 
is  on.  They  remain  open  an  extra  month 
at  the  end  of  the  year,  but  this  evidently 
is  a  minor  compensatory  factor.  In  the  three 
valley  counties,  a  recent  University  of  Texas 
study  disclosed,  in  the  age  bracket  6  to  17, 
more  than  40  percent  of  the  children  were 
absent  from  school  on  a  given  day. 

“It  seems  perfectly  plain  from  the  figures 
that  a  fairly  large  percentage  of  the  scho¬ 
lastics  belong  to  the  labor  force  in  some 
degree  *  *  *  and  that  a  fairly  large 
percentage  of  (children  above  14)  belong 
regularly  to  the  labor  force.” 

The  United  States  Public  Health  Service 
survey  of  3,103  Hidalgo  County  Spanish¬ 
speaking  families  disclosed  that  63  percent 
of  their  members  had  no  formal  schooling, 
75  percent  had  less  than  3  years,  only  15 
percent  had  from  3  to  6  years,  only  1  percent 
had  completed  high  school,  and  only  l  out 
of  1,000  had  attended  college. 

Of  those  persons  over  21,  45  percent  had 
no  schooling,  only  2  percent  had  completed 
high  school,  and  only  2  out  of  1,000  had  at¬ 
tended  college.  Sixty-seven  percent  could 
not  speak  English  and  39  percent  were  il¬ 
literate  even  in  Spanish.  For  comparison, 
the  latest  available  State  statistics  on  edu¬ 
cation  amoiig  the  over-all  population  of  the 
same  county  show  that  54.6  percent  had  com* 
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pleted  five  grades  or  more,  and  that  20.6  per¬ 
cent  had  completed  high  school. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  article  covers  one 
of  the  points  which  I  have  been  stress¬ 
ing  throughout  my  discussion  of  the 
pending  bill,  namely,  that  the  use  of  peon 
labor  not  only  affects  wages  and  not 
only  deprives  the  American  citizen  of  the 
opportunity  of  working  so  that  he  may 
feed  his  family,  but  it  has  gone  beyond 
that.  It  is  breaking  our  way  of  life.  It 
is  breaking  our  democracy.  It  is  inter¬ 
fering  with  everything  we  have  stood  for 
in  the  past  one-hundred-and-sixty- 
seven-odd  years.  It  is  not  democracy.  It 
is  slavery,  pure  and  simple,  and  all  that 
slavery  implies. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  another  article, 
entitled  “Southwest  Winks  at  Wetback 
Jobs.” 

It  is  true,  Mr.  President.  It  is  as  true 
as  that  we  are  standing  here.  They  do 
wink  at  the  situation.  They  wink  at  it 
because  they  can  get  a  poor,  miserable 
creature  to  work  for  almost  nothing. 
There  are  that  class  of  people  in  the 
world.  Thank  God  there  are  only  a  few, 
but  they  do  exist.  • 

Ethics  cast  aside  as  growers  accept  peonage 
ideas  and  bridle  at  interference. 

Federal  sanction  noted. 

It  is  true,  Mr.  President.  Only  a  short 
time  ago  trucks  of  farmers  were  waiting 
on  the  American  side  >  of  the  bridge  at 
El  Paso,  Tex.  The  immigration  officers 
turned  the  other  way,  and  the  farmers 
picked  up  the  poor  creatures  and  put 
them  in  their  trucks  to  take  them  to  the 
farms. 

Border  patrol  officers  report  pressures  from 
Washington  to  “go  easy”  in  raids. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  the  entire  article  printed 
fn  the 'Record  at  this  point,  as  part  of 
my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Southwest  Winks  at  Wetback  Jobs  — 
Ethics  Cast  Aside  as  Growers  Accept 
Peonage  Idea  and  Bridle  at  Interference — ■ 
Federal  Sanction  Noted — Border  Patrol 
Officers  Report  Pressures  From  Washing¬ 
ton  to  “Go  Easy”  in  Raids 
(This  is  the  fourth  of  five  articles  dealing 
with  the  economic  and  sociological  problem 
of  the  wetbacks — illegal  Mexican  immigrants 
In  the  Southwestern  United  States.) 

(By  Gladwin  Hill) 

El  Paso,  Tex.,  March  27. — The  rise  in 
Illegal  border-crossing  by  Mexican  wet¬ 
backs  to  a  current  rate  of  more  than  1,000,- 
000  cases  a  year  has  been  accompanied  by 
a  curious  relaxation  in  ethical  standards  ex¬ 
tending  all  the  way  from  the  farmer-exploit¬ 
ers  of  this  contraband  labor  to  the  highest 
levels  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Although  wetbacks  are  fugitives  from 
Justice,  southwestern  cotton,  citrus,  and 
vegetable  growers  have  come  to  the  fixed  view 
that  there  is  nothing  wrong  in  employing 
them,  harboring  them  or  even  in  actively  re¬ 
cruiting  them  across  the  International 
Boundary. 

Further,  they  have  come  to  feel  they  have 
a  vested  right  in  the  traffic.  Any  more  than 
the  normal  token  interference  with  it  by  the 
Immigration  Service’s  skimpy  border  patrol — 
with  less  than  900  officers  for  the  1,600-mile 
expanse  from  Texas  to  the  Pacific  Ocean— 


brings  an  outraged  hue  and  cry  from  com¬ 
munities  thoroughly  indoctrinated  with  the 
farmers'  attitude. 

A  year  ago,  in  a  special  drive,  border  patrol 
officers  were  concentrated  temporarily  along 
the  Rio  Grande  and  in  1  month  Increased 
their  apprehensions  from  16,490  to  24.4J.5, 

GESTAPO  TACTICS  CHARGED 

Newspapers  of  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Val¬ 
ley  immediately  accused  the  Immigration 
Service  editorially  of  “siding  with  Mexico” 
and  described  valley  farmers  as  “justifiably 
resentful”  at  having  their  scheme  of  things 
thus  disrupted. 

A  barrage  of  feature  articles  followed,  de¬ 
scribing  in  emotional  verbiage  the  purported 
separation  of  families  by  the  deportation  of 
border  jumpers  (an  exigency  specifically  ex- 
emptied  in  the  immigration  laws) ;  and  dire 
conditions  allegedly  created  on  the  Mexican 
side  of  the  border  by  the  congestion  of  de¬ 
portees  (which  Mexican  officials  promptly 
denied) . 

The  border  patrol,  long  known  for  its 
anomalously  amicable  relations  with  both 
the  farmers  whose  fields  it  periodically  raids 
and  the  Mexicans  it  deports,  was  accused  of 
almost  as  heinous  a  roster  of  outrages  as 
was  laid  to  the  Nazi  Government  in  head¬ 
lines  such  as:  “Says  border  patrol  uses  Ges¬ 
tapo  methods.”  *  *  *  “illegal  search 

and  seizure  is  issue.”  *  *  «  Valley  Le¬ 
gion  scores  acts  of  border  patrol.”  *  *  * 

“Crime  against  humanity.” 

Representative  Lloyd  M.  Bentsen,  Jr., 
Democrat,  of  Texas,  member  of  a  prominent 
valley  farming  family,  took  the  floor  in  Con¬ 
gress  to  demand  a  full-dress  investigation 
of  a  report  that  border  patrolmen  called  at 
a  house  in  Mission  and  questioned  the  occu¬ 
pants  “without  a  search  warrant.” 

SOCIAL-SECURITY  CARDS  ISSUED 

Communities  have  become  so  accustomed 
to  “wetbaskism”  that  in  the  leading  wet¬ 
back  areas  of  Texas,  Dr.  Lyle  Saunders, 
University  of  New  Mexico  sociologist,  recent¬ 
ly  reported,  after  extensive  first-hand  study 
of  conditions,  "almost  anyone  who  needs 
help  of  any  kind  will  hire  a  wetback — ■ 
farmers,  contractors,  businessmen,  house¬ 
wives,  city  governments,  county  govern¬ 
ments,  and  even  the  International  Boundary 
Commission.”  In  this  Texas  does  not  differ 
substantially  from  the  wetback  areas  of 
Arizona,  California,  and  other  Western 
States. 

On  the  hallowed  bureaucratic  principle  of 
the  left  hand’s  not  knowing  what  the  right 
hand  is  doing,  while  the  Immigration  Service 
struggles  with  the  wetback  influx,  the  Social 
Security  Administration  freely  issues  cards 
to  wetbacks  on  which  they  have  little  chance 
of  collecting  benefits,  but  which  are  handy 
for  pseudo-identification.  Wetbacks  get 
draft  board  cards  for  the  same  purpose, 
giving  worthless  addresses.  State  employ¬ 
ment  offices  in  many  places — quasi-Federal 
agencies — refer  wetbacks  to  employment  op¬ 
portunities  right  along  with  citizens. 

A  leading  California  labor  contractor, 
asked  by  the  President’s  Commission  on  Mi¬ 
gratory  Labor  where  he  located  the  wet¬ 
backs  in  which  he  admittedly  trafficked,  re¬ 
plied  blandly:  “From  the  State  Employment 
Service.” 

The  notion  that  wetback  labor  is  both 
proper  and  indispensable  has  become  so  firm¬ 
ly  implanted  in  Southwestern  communities 
that  its  accompanying  evils  are  taken  as  a 
matter  of  course. 

wetbacks  linked  to  crime 

The  (lower  Rio  Grande)  Valley  Express  last 
March  quoted  District  Attorney  Jack  Ross  of 
Edinburg,  Tex.,  as  saying  that  in  the  previous 
year  as  much  as  75  percent  of  the  convictions 
in  certain  major  crime  categories  had  been 
against  wetbacks,  and  that  since  the 


stepped-up  drive  against  them  crime  gen¬ 
erally  had  dropped  off  50  percent.  The  news¬ 
paper  added,  without  comment,  that  local 
police  in  several  valley  cities  reported  such 
petty  crime  as  pilfering  and  drunkenness  had 
dropped  sharply. 

About  the  same  time  the  San  Benito  (Tex.) 
News  reported  blandly:  “It  was  quite  a 
week-end  in  San  Benito.  Only  a  few  habit¬ 
ual  drunks  got  into  Jail.  The  roundup  of 
wetbacks  may  worry  San  Benito  district 
farmers  and  cut  down  receipts  of  beer  joints, 
but  it  is  a  blessing  to  local  police.  ‘No  petty 
thefts,  few  fights,  no  burglaries,  and  every¬ 
thing  peaceful  with  most  of  the  wetbacks 
gone,  at  least  for  a  time,’  is  the  police  view.” 

Sheriff  Robert  Ware,  of  Imperial  County, 
California’s  leading  wetback  area,  asked 
by  this  correspondent  if  wetbacks  consti¬ 
tuted  any  particular  law-enforcement  prob¬ 
lem,  said,  “No,  they  don’t  give  us  much 
trouble.  They’re  mostly  quiet,  law-abiding 
people  who  just  want  work.”  A  few  min¬ 
utes  later  he  acknowledged  that  of  185  in¬ 
mates  in  the  county  jail,  he  estimated  25 
percent  were  wetbacks. 

The  public  record  offers  extensive  evidence 
of  tacit  or  active  Federal  sanction  of  the 
wetback  traffic  all  the  way  from  the  border 
patrol  to  the  White  House  level. 

arrest  trends  analyzed 

Some  responsible  regional  observers  have 
noted  a  curious  inverse  correlation  between 
the  rate  of  the  border  patrol’s  apprehensions, 
which  vary  widely  seasonally,  and  local  de¬ 
mands  for  wetback  labor.  One  way  or  an¬ 
other,  these  sources  suggest,  the  border 
patrol  functions  less  as  a  law-enforcement 
agency  than  a  checkvalve,  restricting  illegal 
immigration  to  the  level  of  active  public 
alarm.  No  corruption  of  border-patrol  offi¬ 
cers  is  implied.  It  is  just,  these  observers 
explain,  that  after  apprehension  activities 
have  gone  so  far,  as  in  last  year’s  special 
Rio  Grande  campaign,  pressures,  public  and 
private,  build  up  to  dampen  the  border 
patrol’s  ardor. 

Some  immigration  officers  deny  this,  con¬ 
tending  that  they  consistently  and  consci¬ 
entiously  do  as  well  as  they  can  with  skimpy 
resources  to  stem  the  wetback  tide,  and 
that  fluctuating  apprehensions  simply  reflect 
fluctuations  in  the  over-all  wetback  mi¬ 
gration  rate. 

Other  officers  differ.  One  after  another 
testified  before  the  President’s  Commission 
on  Migratory  Labor  that  the  border  patrol 
was  subject  constantly  to  invisible  but  em¬ 
phatic  pressure  exerted  from  farm  quarters 
through  Washington  and  relayed  through 
Immigration  Service  channels,  to  go  easy 
on  the  wetback  round-up. 

This  was  epitomized  in  the  testimony  of 
the  late  Grover  C.  Wilmoth,  veteran  director 
of  the  El  Paso  immigration  district.  He  said : 

"All  we  need  is  a  go-ahead  signal  and  we 
can  enforce  the  law  90  to  95  percent.  With 
a  little  additional  men  and  equipment  we 
could  do  an  efficient  enforcement  job.  It’s  a 
disgrace  to  this  country  that  her  laws  are 
openly  flouted  and  evaded.  The  farmers 
once  were  ashamed  of  using  wetbacks. 
Now  they  have  come  to  the  point  where  they 
believe  they  have  a  vested  right  in  these  il¬ 
legal  workers.  They  go  to  their  Senators, 
their  Congressmen,  the  Attorney  General,  or 
the  President  to  complain.” 

It  was  in  Mr.  Wilmoth’s  district,  during  the 
1948  Presidential  campaign,  that  there  oc¬ 
curred  the  notorious  “El  Paso  tea  party.” 
The  supply  of  Mexican  labor  had  not  been 
sufficient  to  satisfy  farmers  of  the  area. 

As  reported  by  Art  Leibson,  of  the  El  Paso 
Times,  “When  President  Truman  came  to 
El  Paso  for  a  campaign  address  the  problem 
was  laid  before  him  by  cotton  men  and  by 
Texas  and  New  Mexico  Congressmen.  Soon 
after  his  train  moved  east  through  Texas 
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there  was  a  meeting  of  top  immigration  offi¬ 
cials  at  El  Paso.”  What  went  on  behind  the 
scenes  is  still  a  matter  of  equivocal  explana¬ 
tion  by  immigration  officials.  What  hap¬ 
pened  openly  was  that — in  outright  violation 
of  United  States  commitments,  according  to 
the  subsequent  protest  of  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment — border-patrol  officers  turned  their 
backs  for  48  hours  while  some  7,500  “wet¬ 
backs”  streamed  across  the  river  unhindered 
to  fill  the  farmers’  wants. 

A  similarly  questionable  incident  occurred 
only  a  month  ago  in  California'.  Some 
ranchers  rounded  up  one-hundred-odd  wet¬ 
backs  some  30  miles  north  of  the  border  and 
took  them  in  chartered  buses  to  the  immi¬ 
gration  station  at  Calexico.  The  ranchers 
and  the  border  patrol  were  in  the  midst  of  a 
still  mysterious  proceeding  evidently  aimed 
at  legitimizing  these  workers  for  transporta¬ 
tion  to  ranches  in  the  north,  when  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  National  Farm  Labor  Union, 
AFL,  intervened  and  protested  to  the  local 
Mexican  consul  that  the  law  was  being  vio¬ 
lated.  Although  the  district  headquarters 
of  the  Immigration  Service  still  contends 
that  the  proceeding  was  in  full  compliance 
with  regulations,  the  union’s  protest  had 
sufficient  validity  so  that  the  operation  was 
halted  and  the  wetbacks  returned  to 
Mexico. 

AGREEMENT  CALLED  A  TRAVESTY 

The  most  conspicuous  official  hypocrisy  re¬ 
garding  wetbacks  has  been  that  surround¬ 
ing  the  United  States-Mexico  Farm  Labor 
Agreement  of  1949,  one  of  the  periodical  ex¬ 
tensions  of  which  is  now  before  Congress. 
The  professed  aim  of  this  agreement  was  to 
eliminate  the  wetback  traffic  by  providing 
for  the  recruitment  of  Mexican  farm  labor 
below  the  border  and  its  orderly  importation 
into  the  United  States  for  maximum  work 
periods  of  1  year  where  real  shortages  of 
domestic  labor  were  duly  certified  by  the 
United  States  Employment  Service. 

After  18  months  of  its  operation,  however, 
many  close  observers  feel  that  the  agreement 
manifestly  has  worked  out  as  a  travesty  on 
this  intent. 

The  agreement  opened  with  a  solemn  dec¬ 
laration  of  representatives  of  the  United 
States  State  Department  and  the  Mexican 
Foreign  Ministry  deploring  the  wetback  traf¬ 
fic  of  Mexican  workers,  which  has  mounted 
steadily  and  no  appreciable  steps  have  been 
taken  to  reinforce  the  border  patrol. 

The  agreement  then  offered  .an  incentive 
to  border-jumping  by  providing  the  wet¬ 
backs  should  have  preference  in  hiring  under 
the  contract  system.  Such  priority  was  lim¬ 
ited  to  wetbacks  in  the  United  States  at  that 
time,  but  this  deadline  for  absolution  from 
law  violation  has  been  extended  over  and 
over.  Last  summer  the  legalization  of  wet¬ 
backs  in  the  United  States  before  July  26 
was  authorized.  When  this  did  not  produce 
enough  cheap  Mexican  labor,  the  preference 
was  extended  to  all  wetbacks  in  the  country 
before  October  20. 

CROSS  BORDER  IN  RITUAL 

Of  the  first  98,000  laborers  contracted  un¬ 
der  the  agreement  in  the  fall  of  1949,  78,000, 
by  acknowledgment  of  the  Department  of 
Labor’s  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
were  wetbacks  who  were  legalized. 

Nominally  this  legalization  process  con¬ 
sists  of  the  wetbacks  voluntarily  surrender¬ 
ing  and  returning  to  Mexico  for  subsequent 
recruiting. 

As  it  works  out  in  practice,  the  wetbacks 
are  rounded  up  in  the  United  States  and 
taken  to  legalization  centers  on  the  border, 
where  as  part  of  their  processing  they  go 
through  the  formality  of  momentarily  cross¬ 
ing  the  Mexican  line — a  ritual  that  has  be¬ 
come  known  as  walking  around  the  statue. 

Of  28,000  Mexican  contract  laborers  now 
in  the  United  States,  virtually  all  were  wet¬ 
backs  legitimized  in  this  way. 

Article  6  of  the  agreement  affirmed  that 
Mexican  nationals  should  not  be  contracted 


to  work  in  localities  where  Mexicans  are 
discriminated  against  because  of  their  na¬ 
tionality  or  race.  They  have  been  put  to 
work  in  such  localities. 

Subsequent  articles  said  Mexican  contract 
labor  should  be  paid  the  prevailing  wage  rates 
for  a  given  area,  that  this  should  not  be 
promised  on  wetback  wage  scales,  and  that 
the  contract  labor  should  not  displace  do¬ 
mestic  citizen  labor. 

These  stipulations,  if  complied  with,  ob¬ 
servers  agree,  would  virtually  have  precluded 
contracting  since  farm  wages  in  key  areas  of 
the  Southwest  are  geared  to  the  wetbacks 
minimal  compensation  to  such  a  degree  that 
domestic  citizen  workers  by  the  hundred 
thousand  are  frozen  out  of  the  market. 
This  was  circumstantially  corroborated  when 
contract  minimums  of  40  cents  and  60  cents 
an  hour  were  adopted  under  the  agreement, 
respectively,  for  Texas  and  California,  for 
identical  work — reflecting  accurately  the  dif¬ 
fering  concentrations  of  wetbacks  in  the 
two  areas. 

The  final  irony  of  the  agreement  was  a 
stipulation  that  contract  workers  should  not 
be  provided  to  employers  of  wetbacks,  and 
that  any  employer  found  to  have  wetbacks 
should  have  his  contracting  privileges  with¬ 
drawn. 

This  again,  if  complied  with,  virtually 
would  have  eliminated  key  areas  of  the 
region,  wetback  employment  is  so  prevalent. 

In  one  day  recently  the  farm-labor  union 
supplied  United  States  and  Mexican  officials 
a  list  of  eight  large  vegetable  ranches  in  the 
immediate  area  of  El  Centro,  Calif.,  employ¬ 
ing  wetbacks,  the  most  prominent  being  the 
firm  of  O’Dwyer  &  Mets,  headed  by  Frank 
O’Dwyer,  brother  of  William  O’Dwyer,  United 
States  Ambassador  to  Mexico.  Immigration 
officers  seized  300  wetbacks  on  that  ranch. 
The  union  demanded  that  its  contracting 
right  be  withdrawn. 

Six  weeks  have  elapsed  and,  as  this  was 
written,  the  regional  office  of  the  United 
States  Bureau  of  Employment  Security  in 
San  Francisco  acknowledged  that  no  action 
had  been  taken.  It  said  an  inquiry  was 
under  way.  The  first  step  in  the  inquiry 
was  a  so-called  hearing  at  El  Centro  of 
parties  in  the  case. 

The  hearing  was  an  unannounced  private 
conference  on  a  Sunday  night  between  a 
lawyer  from  the  Employment  Security  Bu¬ 
reau  and  representatives  of  O’Dwyer  &  Mets. 

When  this  correspondent  sought  to  inter¬ 
view  Mr.  O’Dwyer,  the  latter  referred  him  to 
Mr.  Mets.  Asked  where  Mr.  Mets  could  be 
seen,  Mr.  O’Dwyer  said,  “He’s  in  Washington.” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  on 
March  30  the  New  York  Times  published 
an  article  under  the  following  caption: 
“Interests  conflict  on  wetback  cure — 
even  border  police  disagree  on  measures 
to  stem  flood  of  Mexican  laborers — Na¬ 
tion’s  pact  is  in  dispute — unions  see  a 
move  to  cut  pay  by  farmers  who  oppose 
United  States  rule  on  contracts.” 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  that  the  entire 
article  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  as  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Interests  Conflict  on  Wetback  Cure — Even 
Border  Police  Disagree  on  Measures  to 
Stem  Flood  of  Mexican  Laborers — Na¬ 
tion’s  Pact  Is  Disputed — Unions  See  a 
Move  to  Cut  Pay  by  Farmers  Who  Oppose 
United  States  Rule  on  Contracts 
(This  Is  the  last  of  five  articles  dealing 
with  the  economic  and  sociological  problem 
of  the  wetbacks) — Mexican  migrant  laborers 
In  the  southwestern  United  States. 

(By  Gladwin  Hill) 

Los  Angeles,  March  2. — Almost  every  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  Nation’s  population  interested 


in  the  wetback  problem  has  a  simple  straight¬ 
away  solution  for  it. 

The  trouble  is  that  because  of  conflicting 
interests,  no  group’s  solution  is  very  satis¬ 
factory  to  anyone  else. 

Even  experienced  officers  of  the  United 
States  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Serv¬ 
ices,  targets  of  a  mounting  barrage  of  criti¬ 
cism  as  illegal  crossings  of  the  Mexican  bor¬ 
der  have  mounted,  are  in  wide  disagreement 
about  the  most  effective  measures. 

Some  contend  that  simply  augmenting  the 
border  patrol’s  present  skimpy  facilities — • 
with  a  nucleus  of  less  than  900  men  to  guard 
the  1,600  miles  from  Texas  to  the  Pacific 
Coast — might  largely  stem  the  tide  of  up¬ 
ward  of  1,000,000  Mexicans  who  annually 
cross  the  line  to  work  for  minimal  wages 
and  who  depress  both  economic  and  social 
standards  in  the  Southwest. 

Others  contend  that  it  would  take  a  large 
standing  army  to  make  the  border  impreg¬ 
nable,  and  that  the  problem  should  be 
tackled  from  another  angle. 

Most  concur  that  stiffening  the  present 
penalties  for  illegal  entry — up  to  a  year’s 
imprisonment  for  the  first  offense  and  2 
years  for  a  repetition— would  be  useless 
against  the  horde  of  amiable  wetbacks  who, 
by  their  numbers,  overwhelm  the  facilities 
for  apprehension  and  prosecution. 

-  THE  POLITICAL  FACTOR  IS  CITED 

Some  think  that  if  the  immigration  laws 
could  be  fixed  up  logically  to  make  it  an 
offense  to  employ  wetbacks,  who  are  tech¬ 
nically  fugitives  from  justice,  it  would  elimi¬ 
nate  their  chances  of  getting  jobs,  and  along 
with  that  the  incentive  for  sneaking  into  the 
country. 

Here  again  immigration  officers  disagree 
about  the  political  practicality  of  such  pro¬ 
posals.  Some  think  that  southwestern  farm¬ 
ers,  with  their  vested  interest  in  cheap  wet¬ 
back;  labor  and  their  influential  lobbies, 
would  surely  try  to  scuttle  such  steps.  One 
immigration  officer  of  exceptionally  long  ex¬ 
perience,  however,  said:  “They  wouldn’t  dare 
to  oppose  it,  because  that  would  focus  public 
attention  on  their  system.” 

Members  of  Congress,  whipsawed  between 
the  constant  farm  pressure  for  alien  labor 
and  the  obvious  need  to  do  something  about 
the  wetback  traffic,  ratified  the  1949  agree¬ 
ment  between  this  Nation  and  Mexico  for  the 
importation  of  Mexicans  under  contract.  A 
periodical  extension  of  this  agreement  is  now 
before  Congress. 

This  agreement  has  not  pleased  anybody 
particularly.  By  providing  for  preference  in 
job  recruiting  to  wetbacks  already  in  the 
United  States,  it  has  probably  acted  as  an 
incentive  to  border-jumping,  which  has  in¬ 
creased  at  a  rapid  rate  ever  since  the  agree¬ 
ment  became  effective. 

FARMERS  DISLIKE  THE  PACT 

Farmers  dislike  it  for  many  reasons.  Re¬ 
quests  for  labor  to  be  imported  have  to  be 
filed  60  days  in  advance.  With  the  princi¬ 
pal  southwestern  crops  of  cotton,  citrus,  and 
vegetables,  it  is  often  difficult  to  predict  pre¬ 
cisely  so  far  ahead  just  how  many  hands  are 
going  to  be  needed,  when,  and  for  how  long. 

Also,  minimum  wages — ranging  from  40 
cents  an  hour  in  Texas  to  60  cents  in  Cali¬ 
fornia — and  housing,  insurance,  transporta¬ 
tion,  bonds,  and  other  requirements  under 
the  contract  system,  raise  the  cost  of  this 
labor.  In  some  cases,  farmers  have  averred, 
actually  above  the  cost  of  domestic  citizen 
labor. 

Farmer  objections  to  transportation  costs 
and  complications  have  brought  about  the 
virtual  scrapping  of  the  original  concept  of 
recruiting  labor  in  the  interior  of  Mexico, 
where  there  was  a  dearth  of  local  employ¬ 
ment  opportunities,  in  favor  of  recruitment 
right  at  the  border  through  the  legalization 
of  wetbacks. 

A  return  to  recruiting  south  of  the  border 
is  one  of  the  principal  proposals  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  extending  the  international  agree- 
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ment,  now  under  debate.  Another  is  for  re¬ 
sumption  of  active  participation  by  the 
United  States  Government — as  during  World 
War  II — in  the  transportation  and  allocation 
of  the  imported  labor  and  in  the  handling 
of  certain  of  the  moneys  involved. 

This  is  objected  to  as  quasisocialism. 
There  is  also  palpable  concern  in  farm  circles 
that  Government  management  of  alien  labor 
would  soon  extend  to  allocation  of  domestic 
labor.  Such  a  step,  it  may  be  noted,  might 
nullify  the  traditional  contention  that  "do¬ 
mestic  labor  is  not  available,”  a  contention 
that  farmers  use  to  justify  the  employment 
of  alien  labor,  legal  and  illegal. 

a  "simple  crossing -card  system” 

In  contrast  to  such  proposals,  influential 
farm  quarters  long  have  been  advocating 
what  they  habitually  refer  to  as  “a  simple 
crossing  card  system,”  but  which  critics  call 
simply  legalized  “wetbackism.” 

Under  this  system,  Mexicans  would  receive 
border  passes  to  circulate  -in  the  United 
States,  confined  in  theory  to  areas  of  farm 
labor  shortages,  and  to  work  without  any  of 
the  burdensome  guaranties  of  minimum 
wages,  housing,  insurance,  and  transporta¬ 
tion  required  under  the  present  contracting 
system. 

Organized  labor  in  the  United  States,  as 
expressed  in  repeated  declarations  particu¬ 
larly  of  the  American  Federation  of  Labor 
and  its  affiliates,  would  approach  the  prob¬ 
lem  from  the  other  end. 

It  contends  that  the  agitation  in  the 
United  States  since  World  War  II  about  ob¬ 
taining  alien  labor  generally  has  been  an 
oblique  effort  to  undercut  American  workers, 
predicated  on  illusory  “shortages”  of  domes¬ 
tic  labor.  These  “shortages”  are  said  to  re¬ 
sult  from  a  refusal  to  offer  adequate  wages. 

This  contention  is  at  least  partially  cor¬ 
roborated  by  a  recent  study  at  the  University 
of  Texas,  previously  cited  in  these  articles, 
which  concluded  that  the  labor  needs  of  cer¬ 
tain  key  farm  areas  could,  with  adequate  in¬ 
ducements,  be  filled  entirely  from  within  the 
State.  This  is  contrasted  to  the  present 
situation  in  which  wetbacks  pour  in  by  the 
hundred  thousands,  while  domestic  workers 
leave  the  State  regularly  in  similar  numbers 
to  seek  more  adequate  wages  elsewhere. 

The  National  Farm  Labor  Union,  the 
AFL’s  principal  affiliate  in  the  field,  contends 
that  domestic-labor  shortages  should  be 
established  by  public  hearings  in  the  areas 
in  question,  instead  of  by  the  present  uni¬ 
lateral  certification  by  Federal-State  em¬ 
ployment  offices,  whose  personnel  may  be 
subject  to  local  pressure  from  farmers. 

Secondly,  the  union  advocates  that  the 
question  of  what  is  the  prevailing  wage 
for  given  work  in  a  given  area — a  critical 
factor  in  considerations  both  of  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  domestic  labor  and  the  terms  that 
should  be  accorded  alien  labor — that  this 
wage  similarly  arrived  at  in  open  hearing 
rather  than  as  now,  in  the  uncertain  realm 
of  administrative  decisions. 

If  these  two  conditions  were  met,  labor 
maintains,  many  of  the  current  problems 
would  be  dispelled,  because  underlying  them 
is  a  simple  reluctance  to  pay  adequate  wages. 

With  these  conditions  met,  it  is  contended, 
domestic  citizen  labor  would  be  forthcom- 
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I  should  like  to  read  the  other  releasaf 
which  came  over  the  ticker  less  than  am 
hour  after  the  first  one.  It  reads :  / 

The  Agriculture  Department  reportetythat 
the  general  level  of  farm  prices  dropped  less 
than  1  percent  during  the  month  /fending 
April  15. 

Lower  prices  for  truck  crops  And  dairy 
products  accounted  for  most  of  tfne  decline. 

It  was  the  second  consecuti/e  month  in 
which  farm  prices  declined  since  a  record 
high  was  established  in  F/bruary.  Last 
month  farm  prices  recorded  p  1-percent  drop 
to  halt  an  upward  spiral  which  started 
shortly  before  outbreak  o l  the  Korean  War. 

The  April  price  slum/)  reduced  to  about 
30  percent  total  price  .gains  for  farm  prod¬ 
ucts  since  January  1950.  April  15  prices 
stood  at  309  percent  of  the  1910-14  base 
period.  The  recond  high  of  February  15, 
1951,  was  313  percent  of  the  base  period. 

Meanwhile,  the  cost  of  commodities  the 
farmer  buys  rope  about  1  y2  percent  during 
the  month  to  /each  a  new  high. 

The  increase  was  mainly  the  result  of 
higher  wage  rates  farmers  were  paying  for 
labor  and  increases  in  the  cost  of  some  pro¬ 
duction  items  such  as  livestock  and  seed. 


ing;  and  eiten  on  the  condition,  quite  fore¬ 
seeable  in  the  current  war  emergency,  that 
alien  labor  were  needed,  a  frank  approach 
to  wage  and  cost  economics  would  eliminate 
the  present  haggling  and  complications  that 
attend  the  contract  system. 

From  labor  and  independent  observers  of 
the  “wetback”  problem,  including  educators, 
economists,  sociologists,  and  welfare  and 
church  agencies,  the  suggestion  also  has 
come  that  the  wage  chiseling  that  underlies 
the  wetback  influx  might  be  obliterated 
by  applying  Federal  minimum  wages  to  agri¬ 
culture,  at  least  in  cotton,  which  is  a  Gov¬ 
ernment-subsidized  crop  around  which  much 
of  the  wetback  traffic  revolves. 

Farmers  have  long  contended  that  mini¬ 
mum  wages  in  agriculture  are  unworkable. 
But  a  minimum  wage  has  long  been  in  effect, 
under  an  exceptional  Federal  law,  for  the 
sugar-beet  crop. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the 
time  is  getting  late.  I  do  not  know  what 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  has  in  mind. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Fer¬ 
guson  in  the  chair) .  The  Chair  is  sure 
the  Senator  from  Arizona  would  be  per¬ 
fectly  willing  to  recess  until  Monday 
next  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  know  about 
Monday. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Has  the  Senator 
concluded  his  remarks? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  have  not  quite 
concluded  with  my  remarks,  but  I  am 
very  tired,  and  I  should  like  to  get  away. 
THE  COST  OF  LIVING— RELEASES  BY  THE 

DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
read  into  the  Record  two  United  Press 
dispatches  which  have  come  over  the 
news  ticker  in  the  cloakroom  within  less 
than  an  hour  of  each  other.  The  first 
one  reads: 

Rising  farm  and  food  prices  pushed  the 
average  wholesale  price  index  up  three-tenths 
of  1  percent  in  the  week  ended  last  Tuesday, 
the  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  reported. 

The  index  of  all  commodities  stood  at  183.6 
percent  of  the  base  1929  average — 17  percent 
over  the  pre-Korea  level  and  19.2  percent 
higher  than  a  year  ago. 

Fuel  and  chemical  prices  dipped  slightly 
during  the  week,  and  all  other  commodities 
were  unchanged. 

The  daily  index  of  sensitive  spot  market 
prices  rose  two-tenths  of  1  percent  in  the 
7-day  period,  with  major  increases  in  hog 
prices — 4.7  percent — and  sugar  prices — 3.5 
percent.  Only  barley  and  flaxseed  declined, 
while  steers  rose  to  a  new  all-time  high  of 
$37,875  per  hundredweight. 

This  statement  was  released  by  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics.  It  is  un¬ 
doubtedly  intended  to  convince  con¬ 
sumers  that  rising  farm  prices  alone  are 
responsible  for  the  high  cost  of  living 
today. 


Mr.  President,  within  an  hour  of  each 
other  we  have  two  releases  from  the 
same  administration,  one  putting  all  the 
blame  for  the  increased  cost  of  living  on 
the  farmer,  the  other  one  saying  that 
farm  prices  are  declining  and  that  the 
farmer  is  paying  all-time  high  prices  for 
what  he  is  buying,  thus  putting  the 
blame  on  other  factors.  The  two  con¬ 
tradictory  releases  lead  me  to  wonder 
whether  we  can  believe  any  statement 
at  all  coming  from  our  Government  in 
relation  to  the  cost  of  living. 

Each  of  the  statements  is  made  up  to 
serve  a  particular  purpose.  Between 
them  I  suppose  they  are  intended  to  as¬ 
sure  the  American  people,  whether  con¬ 
sumers  or  producers,  that  the  adminis¬ 
tration  is  with  them.  It  appears  to  me 
to  be  a  very  ridiculous  proceeding,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
news  items  came  over  the  ticker  less 
than  an  hour  apart. 

RECESS  TO  MONDAY 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess 
until  12  o’clock  noon  on  Monday  next. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  it  is  under¬ 
stood  that  I  will  have  the  floor  on  Mon¬ 
day. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  mo¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Arizona. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  afid,  (at  6 
o’clock  and  7  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess  until  Monday,  April  30, 
1951,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 
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[IRD  SUPPLIMEtTTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1951.  The  Appropriations  Committee  re- 
p”o^ed  with  amendments  this  hill,  H.  R.  35^7  (S*  Rent.  302) (p.  4613).  The  Com¬ 
mit  t^s,.  restored  the  forest— nest  control  item  in  an  amount  of  $345,000  (budget 
estimat^swas  $370,000  / ,  increased  forest-development  roads  from  $3j, 000,000  to 
the  Budget^s ti mate  of  $5,300,000,  decreased  defense  -production  ^foni  $33>029t000 
to  $27, 331  >89!%^  deleted  the  proviso  stating  that  $1,334,000  naff'  he  transferred 
from  various  age'hcies  for  defense  production,  and  amended  the  preceding  proviso 
hy  making  various  agencies1  appropriations  available  "by  transfer  or  otherwise" 
for  defense-productions activities* 


2.  EARi-I  LABOR.  Continued  debate  on  S,  9^4,  to  provide  for  recruitment  and  impor¬ 
tation  of  Mexican  farm  laborers  (pp.  4620-3 6,  4662-3). 


3*  INDIA  AID*.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  immediate*  passage' of  legislation  to  provide  for 
shipment  of  grain  to  India,  saying  delay^plays  into  the  hands  of  the  Communists 
(p.  4620  )•  t  ' 

4.  RECONSTRUCTION  FINANCE  CORPORATION.  Confirmed  the  nomination  of  V.  Stuart 

Symington  to  be  REC  Administrator  (p,  4650 ). 

Sen.  Byrd  inserted  Herbert  Hoover’s  testimony  f hVor ing  abolition  of  REC 
(pp.  461^—13).  .  s?' 

.  %\, 

5.  PRICE  CONTROL*  Sen.  Thye  inserted  a  letter  from  the  Linn.  Livestock  Breeders’ 
Ass’n  opposing  price  control  on  livestock  and  neat  (p.  46l4). 

HOUSE 

6.  DEFENSE  APPROPRIATION'S.  Received  the  President’s  estimates  for  the  Department 
/'of  Defense,  1952,  totaling  about  $60  billion;  to  Appropriations  Committee  (H. 

Doc.  120) (p.  4676). 
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7,  IITKSP3OTHT  OFFICES  APPBDPEI  ATI  ON  BILL.  This  hill  (see  Digest  7 6)  is  H.  R. 

3330  (H.  Rept.  384) (p.  4676). 

g.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  It  was  agreed  to  call  the.  Cons  exit  and  Private  Calendars 
-May  1  (p.  4669).  Recessed  early  yesterday  in  memory  of  the  iate  Rep. 
Buchanan.  . 

9.  TOBACCO.  .  The  House  Agriculture  Committee  has  issued  the  following  announcement: 
^Appointment  of  an  informal  committee  composed  of  .Representatives  and 
Senators  to  investigate  dwindling  exports  of  American  tobacco  under  the  ECA 
program  was.  announced  today  by  Representative  Harold  D»  C  pi  ley,  Chairman  of  the 
House  .Committee,  on  Agriculture*  -■  / 

.’’The.  Committee  is  composed  of  Senator  Earle.  C.  C3.ehents,  Kentucky,  and 
Senator  Clyde  R.  Boey,  North  Carolina.,  and  Represent  actives  Ha.ro Id  D.  Cooley, 
North.  Carolina;  Pat  .Sutton,  Tenues  seen  Watkins  M.  Abb it t,  Virginia;  W,  H. 
Wheeler,  Georgia;  John  L.  Mcllillah-,  South-  Carolina!  and  Thurmond  Chatham, 

ITorth  Carolina, 

"After  hearing  reports  on  dwindling  tobacco  exports,  particularly  to 
Western  Germnnv,  from  officials  of  the  ECA,  Department  of  Agriculture,  and 
independent  observers  who  have  visited  Europe  recently,  the  group  voted 
unanimously  to  request  Chairmap  Cooley  to  head  up  a  committee  to  look  further 
into  the  matter  and  to  take  suc\  action  as  their  investigation  disclosed  to  be 
necessary.  '\  .  / 

’’Congressman  Cooley  said  that  he  would  call  the  committee  together  for  a 
meeting  next  week  (the  week  of  Hay  1;);, 

"Reports  of  those  familiar  with. 'the  tobacco  export  picture  indicate  that 
exports  to  Western  German’’’  have  decreased  sharply  in  the  past  year  and  in 
addition,  Germany. has  entered  into  bilateral  trade  agreements  with  certain 
countries  toward  the  import  of  .greater  quantities  of  oriental  types  of  tobacco 
into  that  country.  Surveys  indicate  that  German  tobacco  users,  who  have  always 
consumed  considerable  quantifies  of  American  tobacco  have  a.  definite  preference 
for  blends  made  from  Unite#*  States  products  over,  those  using  predominantly  to¬ 
bacco  from  other  areas.  /Represent a.tives  of  producers  and  the  tobacco  trade 
feel  that  they  ere  being  discriminated  against  by  Virtue  of  these  agreements. 
They  are  not  asking  fpr  any  special  advantage  but  they  do  seek  fair  treatment 
so  that  American  tobacco  can  compete  on  equal -terms  wx^k  toba,cco  produced  else/ 
where.11  /  v. 
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10.  PERSONNEL.  H./R.  3^86,  by  Rep.  ilulter,  IT.  T*,  to  increase  the\ala,ries  of  Fed¬ 

eral  judges  ,  and  the  compcnsat  ion  of  Members  of  Congress,  and  heads  and  assis¬ 
tant  hoards  of  executive  department s  and  independent  agencies;  to  Judiciary 
Commit tej#'  (p.  4676).  . 

11.  FOOD.  Hi.  R.  3SS5,  by  Rep.  McMillan,  S.  C.,  .to  establish  a-  department  6%  food 

services  in  the  public  schools  of  the  District  of  Columbia,;  to  District-  <?f 
Columbia  Committee  (p.,4676). 

/  *  \  3 

\ 

12.  TAXES;  EKPENDITUkES.  H».  J»  Res.  245,  by  Rep.  Curtis,  ITeb.,  to,  ’’limit  the  taxipg 

and  spending  mowersyof  the  Congress”;  to  Judiciary  Committee  (-0,  4676). 
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have  received  endorsement  and  support  In 
congressional  and  financial  circles,  as  well 
as  by  the  general  public. 

GOVERNMENT  LENDING  INCONSISTENT  WITH 
ANTI -INFLATIONARY  PROGRAM 

The  Government  is  obviously  very  incon¬ 
sistent  when  it  acts  to  balance  the  Federal 
budget  and  restrain  credit  expansion  to  pre¬ 
vent  Inflation,  while  at  the  same  time  con¬ 
tinuing  in  force  and  effect  lending  activities 
of  Government  agencies  such  as  the  RFC. 
There  is  no  logical  justification  for  restrict¬ 
ing  the  flow  of  good  private  credit,  and  at 
the  same  time  permitting  and  encouraging 
the  granting  of  unjustified  and  unsound 
loans  by  Government  agencies  to  the  private 
economy. 

We  must  recognize  that  the  conditions  un¬ 
der  which  the  RFC  came  into  existence  were 
very  different  from  those  prevailing  at  the 
present  time.  It  was  established  in  the 
depths  of  the  greatest  economic  depression 
in  our  history  for  the  purpose  of  providing 
emergency  financial  assistance  to  banks  and 
other  financial  institutions.  Subsequently, 
its  authority  was  broadened  to  include  loans 
to  nonfinancial  business  concerns  under  cer¬ 
tain  conditions.  Because  there  were  many 
weaknesses  in  our  economic  system  in  the 
early  thirties,  no  one  seriously  questioned 
the  need  for  a  temporary  Government 
agency  designed  to  assist  the  country  in  an 
economic  emergency  which  wa^  forcing  all 
financial  institutions,  as  a  matter  of  self- 
preservation,  to  liquidate  all  outstanding 
credits. 

We  have  long  since  recognized  and  cor¬ 
rected  many  of  the  weaknesses  that  brought 
about  our  economic  collapse  in  the  thirties. 
We  have  greatly  strengthened  our  commer¬ 
cial  banking  system  and  provided  for  insur¬ 
ance  of  bank  deposits;  we  have  provided  for 
regulation  and  supervision  of  security  flota¬ 
tions  and  the  operation  of-  the  organized 
securities  exchanges;  and  the  Government 
has  recognized  by  statute  its  obligation  to 
assist  in  the  maintenance  of  maximum  em¬ 
ployment  and  has  provided  extensive  social 
security  for  a  large  number  of  the  people. 
In  addition,  we  have  improved  our  tech¬ 
niques  and  gained  valuable  experience  in  the 
use  of  monetary,  credit,  and  fiscal  policies 
for  purposes  of  achieving  and  maintaining 
economic  stability.  For  these  and  other  rea¬ 
sons,  the  necessity  for  continuing  the  RFC 
as  an  emergency  financial  institution  no 
longer  exists. 

The  problems  confronting  the  country  to¬ 
day  are  the  very  opposite  of  those  which 
confronted  the  country  when  the  RFC  was 
first  established.  In  our  present  situation, 
the  operations  of  the  RFC,  as  well  as  those 
of  FNMA,  in  continuing  to  put  additional 
funds  into  the  spending  stream  only  inten¬ 
sify  the  already  difficult  problem  of  curbing 
credit  expansion.  Having  long  since  outlived 
its  usefulness  to  the  economy,  the  RFC 
should  be  abolished  without  further  delay. 

NO  NEED  FOR  DIRECT  GOVERNMENT^  FINANCING- 

There  is  no  real  place  in  a  private  enter¬ 
prise  economy  for  direct  Government  lend¬ 
ing  to  -the  private  economjt/  any  more  than 
there  is  a  place  for  direct  (government  owner¬ 
ship  cf  the  means  of  production.  Govern¬ 
ment  participation  in  either  activity  is  so¬ 
cialistic  in  nature  ang' will,  if  continued  and 
expanded,  weaken  a'nd  ultimately  destroy 
the  private  free  enterprise  system.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment’s  function  is  to  regulate  and  super¬ 
vise  the  activities  of  private  enterprise  in  the 
public  interest,'  and  not  to  own  and  operate 
tax-free  financing  or  production  organiza¬ 
tions  in  competition  with  those  that  are 
privately  owned  and  operated  and  are  taxed. 
We  might  feel  differently  about  the  RFC  if 
our  private  financing  facilities  and  resources 
were  unable  to  provide  the  credit  required 
to  Utilize  as  fully  as  possible  the  labor  and 
materials  available  in  the  economy.  But 
stich  is  not  the  case  at  the  present  time. 


There  are  located  throughout  the  United 
States  more  than  14,000  commercial  banks, 
over  600  life-insurance  companies,  more  than 
500  mutual  savings  banks,  and  nearly  6,000 
savings  and  loan  associations.  In  addition, 
there  are  numerous  mortgage  companies, 
sales  finance  companies,  industrial  loan  as¬ 
sociations,  and  other  financing  Institutions. 
Each  and  every  one  of  them,  operating  with 
funds  obtained  from  private  sources  and  in 
competition  with  numerous  other  institu¬ 
tions,  is  engaged  in  extending  credit,  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  self-surviving  and  profit  mo¬ 
tive  lending  and  investment  policies,  to  meet 
all  of  the  legitimate  needs  of  a  private  enter¬ 
prise  economy.  The  very  fact  that  these 
financing  institutions  are  competitive  and 
derive  their  earnings  from  the  loans  and  in¬ 
vestments  which  they  make  is  in  itself  an 
assurance  that  the  necessary  credit  require¬ 
ments  of  the  economy  are  being,  and  will 
continue  to  be,  met.  The  combined  resources 
at  the  disposal  of  these  institutions  are  enor¬ 
mous;  as  of  December  31,  1950,  the  commer¬ 
cial  banks,  life-insurance  companies,  mutual 
savings  banks,  and  savings  and  loan  associa¬ 
tions  alone  held  over  $290,000,000,000  of  loans, 
investments,  and  other  assets,  and  they  are 
adding  billions  of  dollars  to  these  assets  every 
year. 

To  continue  the  existence  of  the  RFC  in 
competition  with  our  private  financing  in¬ 
stitutions  is  completely  indefensible  if  we 
really  believe  in  our  private-enterprise  econ¬ 
omy.  This  is  because  the  RFC’s  only  source 
of  funds  is  the  Federal  Treasury,  while  the 
Treasury’s  only  source  of  funds  is  the  private 
economy  through  tax  collections  or  by  bor¬ 
rowing  to  meet  a  budgetary  deficit.  Using 
these  funds  to  make  loans  that  cannot  be 
secured  in  a  free  market  means  in  effect  that 
the  RFC  is  employing  funds  obtained  from 
the  entire  public  in  making  questionable 
loans  for  the  benefit  of  a  select  few.  It  is 
obviously  unfair  for  the  Government  to  sub¬ 
sidize  with  credit  those  business  concerns 
which  cannot  stancf  on  their  own  feet,  but, 
nevertheless,  are  Competing  for  sales  and 
profits  with  concerns  that  have  to  obtain 
the  funds  they'  use  in  the  private  market. 
In  other  words,  privately  financed  business 
concerns  are  called  upon  to  provide  indi¬ 
rectly  throfigh  the  Government  part  of  the 
funds  used  by  their  competitors  who  receive 
RFC  loans. 

As  the  Government  does  not  own  the  busi¬ 
ness  -enterprises  which  it  finances  by  means 
of  direct  or  guaranteed  loans,  any  profits 
from  their  operations  accrue  to  the  private 
owners.  But  if  the  loan  eventually  proves 
to  be  a  loss,  either  in  part  or  in  whole,  the 
Government,  and  ultimately  the  taxpayer, 
suffers  the  amount  of  such  loss.  There  have 
been  conspicuous  examples  of  borrowers  from 
RFC  who  made  great  profits  through  the  use 
of  the  taxpayers’  money,  as  well  as  of  bor¬ 
rowers  who  incurred  substantial  losses  at  the 
expense  of  the  taxpayers.  If  we  are  going 
to  be  socialistic  in  some  of  our  economic 
activities,  it  had  better  be  by  going  into 
business  directly  where  the  profits,  as  well 
as  the  losses,  accrue  to  the  taxpayer,  instead 
of  indirectly  through  providing  unjustified 
credit  where  only  the  losses  accrue  to  the 
taxpayer.  I  am  vigorously  opposed  to  either 
form  of  socialization. 

The  RFC  obtains  its  funds  without  cost 
from  the  taxpayer  and  pays  no  taxes  of  any 
kind  on  its  operations,  while  privately  owned 
and  operated  financing  institutions  must 
raise  their  capital  in  the  private  market  and 
pay  in  interest  and  dividends  whatever  is 
required.  They  must  also  pay  their  share  of 
local  as,  well  as  Federal  taxes.  Quite  obvi¬ 
ously,  a  company  operating  with  an  abund¬ 
ance  of  free  capital  on  a  tax-free  basis  dur¬ 
ing  a  period  of  inflation  can  make  its  earn¬ 
ings  appear  to  be  much  better  than  a  careful 
analysis  of  the  facts  would  warrant. 

Perhaps  the  argument  most  frequently 
heard  in  support  of  the  RFC’s  continuance 


Is  the  aid  which  It  provides  to  small  busi¬ 
nesses,  which  presumably  are  unable  to  ob¬ 
tain  financial  assistance  from  any  other 
source.  However,  if  we  examine  the  reports 
of  the  RFC,  we  find  that,  while  the  number 
of  loans  made  to  small  business  la  large,  the 
dollar  volume  of  such  loans  is  small  relative 
to  the  total  amount  of  loans  granted  or  out¬ 
standing.  In  other  words,  the  bulk  of  the 
funds  loaned  by  RFC  have  gone  to  large 
rather  than  small  businesses.  Moreover,  it 
is  the  considered  opinion  of  experts  in  the 
field  of  small-business  financing  that  what 
small  businesses  need  primarily  is  managerial 
and  technical  assistance  rather  than  more 
money.  To  encourage  inefficient  utilization 
of  financial  resources  by  small  business  is 
wasteful,  extravagant,  and  in  the  end  un¬ 
productive.  The  RFC  does  not  have  the  spe¬ 
cialized  facilities  required  to  provide  ade¬ 
quate  managerial  and  technical  assistance  to 
small  business,  and  it  should  be  left  to  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  to  develop  them,  as  well  as 
to  supply  whatever  capital  and  credit  are 
needed,  especially  under  present  conditions. 

RFC  LENDING  SUBJECT  TO  POLITICAL  PRESSURE 

One  of  the  most  striking  facts  brought  to 
light  during  the  recent  investigation  of  the 
RFC  is  the  extent  to  which  its  lending  ac¬ 
tivities  have  been  subject  to  political  in¬ 
fluence.  The  RFC  is  designated  to  make  or 
guarantee  loans  to  credit-worthy  borrowers 
who  cannot  secure  credit  on  reasonable 
terms  from  customary  sources.  Under  this 
arrangement  heavy  political  pressures  have 
been  brought  to  bear  by  and  on  behalf  of 
borrowers  who  expect  to  benefit  from  the 
credit.  The  problems  of  a  public  lending 
agency,  as  compared  with  a  private  one,  are 
immeasurably  increased  by  such  pressures. 
If  only  sound  and  justifiable  loans  were 
granted,  there  would  be  great  criticisms  of 
the  RFC  by  the  would-be  borrowers  and 
their  political  representatives.  If  it  does 
grant  questionable  loans  in  response  to  po¬ 
litical  requirements,  then,  as  the  recent  in¬ 
vestigation  has  shown,  it  will  be  bitterly 
criticized  by  the  public.  So  long  as  there  is 
a  Government  lending  agency  like  the  RFC 
there  will  be  great  and  undeniable  demand 
for  unsound  and  unjustified  credit.  This 
will  put  all  Members  of  Congress  under  more 
or  less  political  pressure  to  assist  applicants 
in  receiving  such  credit.  I  should  think  in 
these  circumstances  Members  of  Congress 
would  be  the  first  ones  to  want  to  liquidate 
the  RFC  and  be  relieved  of  the  pressures 
which  only  add  to  their  responsibilities  and 
can  serve  no  useful  public  purpose. 

Aside  from  the  economic  considerations 
which  I  have  enumerated  there  are  strong 
collateral  reasons  for  abolishing  the  RFC. 
It  has  already  been  demonstrated  that  where 
a  Government  agency  has  wide  discretion  in 
loaning  large  amounts  of  funds  to  the  voting 
public,  its  ethical  and  moral  standards  de¬ 
teriorate  over  a  period  of  time  as  a  result  of 
inevitable  political  pressures.  This  has  the 
unfortunate  effect  of  tending  to  destroy  the 
confidence  of  the  people  In  their  Government. 

CREDIT  FOE  DEFENSE  PURPOSES 

In  letting  defense  contracts,  priority 
should  be  given  to  those  prime  contractors  or 
subcontractors  who  have  the  necessary  skill, 
productive  facilities,  and  financial  resources. 
However,  it  may  be  found  necessary,  as  in 
World  War  H,  to  facilitate  defense  produc¬ 
tion  by  giving  some  contracts  to  those  who 
do  not  have  adequate  financial  resources  and 
cannot  obtain  them  from  private  financing 
institutions.  In  such  cases,  some  Govern¬ 
ment  help  may  be  essential,  but  it  should 
be  provided  in  the  form  of  a  Government 
guaranty  of  private  credit  and  not  by  a  di¬ 
rect  Government  loan.  Such  guaranties 
would  be  most  effectively  handled  under  a 
single  program,  such  as  that  authorized  by 
the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950.  This 
provides  for  guaranty  of  loans  by  eight  agen¬ 
cies  engaged  in  defense  activities,  using  the 
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Federal  Reserve  banks  as  fiscal  agencies  in  ar¬ 
ranging  the  guaranties.  This  is  the  same  as 
the  Regulation  V  program  which  was  used 
so  effectively  in  World  War  II.  Under  this 
regulation  the  Federal  Reserve  banks  and 
their  branches  throughout  the  country 
gained  extensive  experience  in  authorizing 
guaranties  qn  8,800  loans,  amounting  to  over 
$10,000,000,000.  The  net  result  of  the  V-loan 
operation  was'  a  net  profit  of  $24,000,000,000 
from  the  loan  guaranty  fees  charged,  after 
deducting  all  expenses  and  losses. 

Under  the  V-loan  program,  a  defense  con¬ 
tractor  or  subcontractor  engaged  in  defense 
production  who  is  unable  to  obtain  the  neces¬ 
sary  credit  may  apply  for  a  guaranteed  loan  to 
his  local  bank  or  other  private  financing  in¬ 
stitution.  The  local  Federal  Reserve  banks, 
acting  as  fiscal  agents  for  those  Government 
agencies  which  are  loan  guarantors,  review 
and  recommend  action  to  be  taken  on  loan 
applications.  Upon  approval  by  the  guar¬ 
anteeing  agency,  the  private  banks  advance 
the  full  amount  of  the  loan  and  a  fee  is  paid 
covering  the  guaranteed  portion  of  the  loan. 
The  guarantee  fee  ranges  from  10  to  40  per¬ 
cent  of  the  interest  rate  on  the  loan,  depend¬ 
ing  upon  the  percentage  of  the  loan  guar¬ 
anteed.  In  practically  every  case  the  banks 
carry  10  percent  or  more  of  the  loan  without 
a  guarantee.  Not  only  is  the  financing  decen¬ 
tralized,  but  the  local  banks  have  a  real  inter¬ 
est  in  the  loan  and  can  be  depended  upon  to 
give  it  necessary  supervision.  The  require¬ 
ment  of  approval  by  the  guaranteeing  agency 
assures  that  credit  extension  is  being  con- 
centra'ted  in  those  industries  essential  to  the 
defense  effort. 

The  existence  of  the  V-loan  program  to 
provide  esential  defense  credit  makes  un¬ 
necessary  the-  continued  existence  of  the  RFC 
for  this  purpose.  This  is  particularly  true 
at  a  time  when  heavy  inflationary  pressures 
require  the  diversion  of  working  capital  and 
credit  from  non-denfense  to  defense  purposes 
as  goods  and  labor  are  transferred,  rather 
than  try  to  super-impose  defense  credit  on 
top  of  the  existing  volume  of  outstanding 
credit. 

In  conclusion,  I  should  like  to  say  that  the 
evidence,  both  from  an  economic  and  a  poli¬ 
tical  standpoint,  strongly  supports  the  view 
that  the  liquidation  of  the  RFC  is  long  over¬ 
due. 

TRIBUTE  TO  THE  LATE  SENATOR  VAN¬ 
DENBERG  BY  REV.  EDWARD  A.  THOMP¬ 
SON 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  place  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord  the  eloquent  tribute  paid  to  the  late 
great  senior  Senator  from  Michigan, 
Arthur  H.  Vandenberg,  at  his  funeral 
services  by  his  pastor  and  close  friend 
of  many  years,  the  Reverend  Edward 
Archibald  Thompson,  D.  D.  Dr.  Thomp¬ 
son  was  speaking  from  the  pulpit  given 
by  Senator  Vandenberg  in  honor  of  his 
mother  to  the  church  he  and  his  family 
had  attended  for  more  than  50  years,  the 
First  Congregational  Church  in  Grand 
Rapids. 

This  was  a  remarkable  appraisal  of  a 
remarkable  man,  Mr.  President,  and  I 
ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tribute 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

We  have  gathered  today  to  pay  tribute  to 
one  to  whom  tribute  is  due.  It  is  not  my 
purpose  to  eulogize  our  beloved  fellow  citi¬ 
zen.  That  has  already  been  superbly  done. 
I  shall  speak  more  specifically  about  his  in¬ 
terests  in  the  things  of  the  spirit. 

The  text  from  which  I  shall  speak  con¬ 
tains  the  words  of  a  motto  which  stood 
upon  Senator  Vandenberg’s  desk  even  before 


he  entered  into  public  life  and  has  remained 
there  ever  since.  “This,  too,  shall  pass.” 
The  words  are  taken  from  an  ancient  Arabic 
or  Persian  saying,  “This,  too,  shall  pass 
away,”  which  was  used  through  the  centuries 
to  remind  people  that  neither  great  moments 
of  triumph  nor  sorrow  are  lasting. 

“This,  too,  shall  pass”  was  a  comforting 
thought  to  Senator  Vandenberg  in  time  of 
affliction  or  disappointment.  It  gave  him 
faith  to  meet  buoyantly  the  discouraging 
experiences  of  life.  Again,  when  he  was  on 
the  mountain  peak  of  success,  victory,  and 
power  (as  often  he  was)  a  glance  at  this 
motto  had  a  sobering  influence  and  a  level¬ 
ing  effect.  Senator  Vandenberg  was  not  a 
fatalist.  He  lived  triumphantly  in  the  un¬ 
failing  belief  that  there  are  eternal  values 
in  the  spiritual  things  of  life. 

In  a  letter  written  to  a  friend  2  months 
ago  he  said:  “The  spiritual  values  of  life 
come  surging .  to  the  fore.  I  have  a  little 
prayer  meeting  all  if  myself  each  night. 
What  the  whole  world  needs  is  more  confi¬ 
dence  and  faith.” 

This  pulpit  from  which  I  now  speak  was 
the  gift  of  Senator  Vandenberg  in  memory 
of  his  mother.  The  altar  and  furnishings 
for  the  new  and  yet  incomplete  chapel  were 
also  given  by  Senator  Vandenberg  in  memory 
of  his  mother.  This  gift  represents  the 
financial  portion  of  his  second  Collier  award 
for  distinguished  service  in  the  Senate  of 
the  United  States.  In  presenting  this  me¬ 
morial  he  said :  “I  get  a  great  deal  of  prideful 
happiness  out  of  this  gift  to  Park  Church. 
It  is  a  source  of  continuing  joy  to  me  that 
I  have  been  able  to  make  my  contribution 
to  the  new  facilities  of  this  grand  old  church, 
which  has  been  so  close  to  my  life  and  to 
that  of  my  family.” 

When  asked  to  participate  in  the  service 
of  dedication  for  our  new  chapel,  he  replied 
on  February  8 :  “I  certainly  shall  be  delighted 
to  send  you  a  message  for  the  dedication 
which  will  underscore  my  deep  feeling  that 
our  America  must  turn  to  its  spiritual  values, 
in  greater  degree  than  ever  before  as  we  sur¬ 
mount  the  crisis  which  surrounds  us.” 

We  are  greatly  saddened  in  the  fact  that: 
he  will  be  unable  to  be  with  us  in  person: 
for  that  dedication  2  weeks  hence,  but  it  is 
sadly  fitting  that  we  were  able  to  use  the 
chapel  for  the  first  time  this  morning  in  his 
honor. 

Senator  Vandenberg  had  a  profound  belief 
in  immortality.  “This,  too,  shall  pass.”: 
This  body  has  passed.  If  this  were  the  final 
chapter,  it  would  indeed  be  a  dismal  day. 
But  death  is  not  an  end.  It  is  but  a  turn 
In  the  road  of  life  when  we  are  free  from 
the  shackles  of  the  physical — free  to  grow 
and  to  be  that  which  we  yearn  to  be  at  our 
best.  “Be  ye  perfect  even  as  your  Father 
in  heaven  is  perfect”  is  no  idle  command. 
Somehow,  somewhere  we  shall  attain  unto 
our  highest  ideals  and  noblest  aspirations. 

There  was  a  time  when  I  wondered  why 
the  Great  Creator  didn’t  reestablish  the  life 
of  a  great  soul  like  that  of  our  good  friend 
in  a  young  and  vigorous  body,  where  the 
value  of  accumulated  knowledge  and  vital 
experiences  could  be  used  to  great  advantage 
in  the  progress  of  mankind.  I  do  not  feel 
that  way  now.  The  physical  shall  pass  away. 
The  temporal  is  seen,  but  the  eternal  is  un¬ 
seen.  The  great  God  who  will  not  allow 
any  energy  to  be  lost  certainly  will  not  allow 
the  crown  of  His  creation  to  pass  into 
oblivion. 

We  have  faith  that  this  ripe  and  powerful 
life  shall  have  a  vehicle  of  expression  far 
more  effective  and  more  capable  of  growth 
into  perfect  fellowship  with  God  and  with 
his  fellowmen,  which  is  clearly  the  purpose 
of  life.  We  mourn  the  passing  of  our  great 
leader  and  friend  but  we  rejoice  in  the  new 
and  greater  realm  into  which  he  has  now 
entered. 

Our  Lord’s  body  passed  away  when  He  was 
but  a  young  man,  yet  He  lives  today  in  the 


lives  of  millions  of  men  and  women  the 
world  over  who  have  found  life  through  Him/ 

Senator  Vandenberg  was  more  concerned 
about  the  principles  of  peace  and  under¬ 
standing  for  which  he  was  fighting  than  he 
was  about  his  own  health.  He  knew  that 
those  principles  could  not  die  and  he  will 
continue  to  live  increasingly  as  the  truth  of 
his  teachings  becomes  more  clear.  Let  us 
pay  worthy  tribute  to  him  tod@fy  by  rededi¬ 
cating  our  lives  to  those  principles  of  peace 
for  which  he  sacrificed  so  much.  May  Gcd 
raise  up  men  of  his  high  vision,  broad  under¬ 
standing,  and  sturdy  character  to  carry  for¬ 
ward  the  work  in  whictnfie  gave  his  life. 

We  are  asking  the  prfloir  to  sing  “Onward 
Christian  Soldiers”  at  the  conclusion  of  this 
service.  That  Jiaumphant,  courageous, 
marching  hymn  was  one  of  the  Senator’s 
favorites  and  is^o  typical  of  his  spirit. 

We  here  give  hearty  thanks  to  Almighty 
God  that  we, have  been  permitted  to  have  in 
our  midst  a  guiding  light  and  an  inspiring 
spirit,  this  matchless  statesman,  this  wise 
counselor,  this  mighty  crusader  for  peace, 
this  patriotic  citizen,  this  loving  husband 
and  father,  this  unfailing  friend,  this  prince 
ampfig  men,  Arthur  Hendrick  Vandenberg. 

WELCOME  TO  REPRESENTATIVES  OF  THE 

WORLD  ASSEMBLY  FOR  MORAL  RE¬ 
ARMAMENT 

Mr.  MOODY.  Mr.  President,  on  the 
day  before  my  appointment  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  the  Members  of  the  Michigan  dele¬ 
gation  in  Congress  issued  a  statement 
of  welcome  to  tne  nations  of  the  world 
which  are  sending  representatives  to  the 
World  Assembly  for  the  Moral  Rearma¬ 
ment  of  the  Nations  to  be  held  at  the 
Grand  Hotel,  Mackinac  Island,  June 
1-12,  1951. 

I  am  delighted  to  make  it  unanimous 
by  adding  my  own  warm  support  to  this 
welcome. 

CORRECTION  OF  THE  RECORD 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  Chair  recognizes  the  Senator  from 
Arizona,  I  should  like  to  make  a  correc¬ 
tion  for  the  permanent  Record. 

On  April  27  I  addressed  this  body  op 
the  farm  bill,  and  my  statement  appears 
on  page  4592  of  the  Record  of  that  date. 
The  following  language  was  printed: 

In  1868,  through  legislation  enacted  by  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  New  Mexico 
legalized  peonage. 

The  word  “legalized”  should  have  been 
“outlawed.” 

I  ask  that  the  Record  be  corrected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  The 
correction  will  be  made. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  If 
there  is  no  further  routine  business,  the 
Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business. 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  It 
seems  to  be  that  we  are  considering  a 
very  important  piece  of  legislation.  I 
have  listened  with  great  interest  to  the 
arguments  presented  by  the  distin- 
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guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  I 
believe  it  is  very  important  that  Sena¬ 
tors  be  on  the  floor  to  listen  to  the  pres¬ 
entation  of  both  sides  of  the  issue,  and 
I  am  wondering  whether  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  would 
yield  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  quorum 
call. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  to  my  very 
good  friend  from  Nebraska  that  I  be¬ 
lieve  he  is  correct.  There  is  not  a  piece 
of  legislation  before  us  which  is  more 
important  to  the  American  people  than 
the  pending  bill.  For  that  reason  I  shall 
be  very  glad  to  yield  for  a  quorum  call, 
provided  that  I  thereby  do  not  lose  the 
floor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  with¬ 
out  prejudicing  the  rights  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico,  I  suggest  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  a  quorum. 

'fhe  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Moody 

Anderson 

Hennings 

Morse 

Bennett 

Hickenlooper 

Mundt 

Benton 

Hill 

Murray 

Brewster 

Hoey 

Neely 

Bricker 

Holland 

Nixon 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

O’Conor 

Butler,  Md. 

Hunt 

O'Mahoney 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Ives 

Pastore 

Byrd 

Jenner 

Robertson 

Cain 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Russell 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Case 

Kefauver 

Smathers 

Chavez 

Kern 

Smith,  Maine 

Clements 

Kerr 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Connally 

Kilgore 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Cordon 

Knowland 

Sparkman 

Dirksen 

Lodge 

Stennis 

Douglas 

Long 

Taft 

Duff 

McCarran 

Thye 

Dworshak 

McClellan 

Tobey 

Ecton 

McFarland 

Underwood 

Ellender 

McKellar 

Watkins 

Ferguson 

McMahon 

Wherry 

Frear 

Malone 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

Martin 

Williams 

Gillette 

Green 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Millikin 

Monroney 

Young 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Lehman]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  a  member  of  the  United  States 
delegation  to  the  World  Health  Organi¬ 
zation,  which  will  meet  in  Geneva,  Swit¬ 
zerland. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magntjson]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  committee  business. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Langer]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Welker] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Mc¬ 
Carthy]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to  me 
for  1  minute? 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  yield  or  not  to  yield,  I 
should  like  to  make  a  short  statement 
before  I  proceed.  I  should  like  to  ac¬ 
commodate  all  my  friends  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  should  like  to  accommodate  each 
and  every  Senator  who  asks  me  to  yield. 
But  in  my  opinion  the  bill  we  are  now 
considering  affects  basic  rights  of  the 
American  people,  and  I  think  we  should 
proceed  with  it,  obtain  as  much  enlight¬ 
enment  on  it  as  possible,  and  have  the 
Senate  pass  judgment  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  and  on  the  bill  itself.  Hence,  it  is 
my  purpose  to  try  to  conclude  as  early  as 
possible.  I  will,  however,  yield  to  any 
Senator  provided  he  limits  himself,  as 
my  good  friend  the  Senator  from  Okla¬ 
homa  suggests  he  will,  to  1  minute.  I 
shall  not  yield  for  speeches  of  3  minutes, 
5  minutes,  or  6  minutes.  I  shall  yield  to 
Senators  for  insertions  in  the  Record 
with  the  understanding  that  I  do  not 
thereby  lose  the  floor.  I  shall  yield  for 
any  reasonable  purpose.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  anything  this  body  can  discuss 
which  is  of  more  importance  than  the 
pending  bill.  Therefore,  I  do  not  intend 
to  yield  to  any  Senator  to  make  a  speech 
or  to  discuss  other  questions. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  for  one  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  for  his  statement.  I 
agree  with  him  implicitly  that  we  should 
focus  upon  the  bill  before  us,  direct  our 
attention  to  it,  amend  it  and  pass  it  or 
vote  it  down.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  been  very  patient  dur¬ 
ing  the  past  3  or  4  days. 

Mr.  President,  I  made  a  statement  to 
a  colleague  of  mine  that  I  would  do 
everything  I  could  to  see  that  he  ob¬ 
tained  10  minutes  of  time  before  the 
bill  was  taken  up  today.  At  the  time 
I  made  that  statement  I  had  completely 
forgotten  that  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  retained  the 
floor  when  the  Senate  recessed  until  to¬ 
day.  I  helped  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  obtain  the  floor,  and  I  wonder  if 
he  can  possibly  make  one  exception,  to 
permit  the  Senator  to  whom  I  am  re¬ 
ferring  to  speak  for  10  minutes? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  comply 
with  the  request  of  the  good  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  but  I  remind  him  that 
the  other  day  a  Senator  also  requested 
10  minutes  to  speak,  and  he  spoke  for  1 
hour  and  45  minutes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  I  have 
in  mind  would  not  do  anything  like  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  guarantee  that 
such  a  thing  will  not  happen. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  thank  my  good 
friend,  the  senior  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  [Mr.  Ferguson],  who  now  is  leaving 
the  Chamber.  On  Friday,  at  the  time 
when  the  Senate  took  a  recess  until  to¬ 
day,  the  Senator  from  Michigan  was 
presiding,  and  at  that  time  he  recog¬ 
nized  me,  so  that  I  might  have  the  floor 
and  be  able  to  continue  with  my  presen¬ 
tation  of  the  pending  bill  when  the  Sen¬ 
ate  convened  today. 


THE  MacARTHUR  OUSTER 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  to  me  for  1  minute? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  1  minute  to 
the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  very  much. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  is  recognized 
for  1  minute. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield  for  that  length 
of  time,  provided  it  is  understood  that  1 
shall  not  lose  the  floor  by  so  doing. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  one  of  the 
great,  historic,  and  most  cherished  docu¬ 
ments  in  our  language  is  the  Declaration 
of  Independence.  In  justification  of 
their  determination  to  create  a  new  gov¬ 
ernment  to  protect  their  liberty  and 
freedom,  its  authors  listed  their  bill  of 
particulars  and  complaints  against  the 
cruel  dictatorship  of  King  George  III. 

One  of  their  complaints  reads  as 
follows : 

He  has  affected  to  render  the  military 
independent  of  and  superior  to  the  civil 
power. 

The  authors  of  that  declaration,  Mr. 
President,  were  keenly  aware  that  their 
liberties  could  never  be  secure  except  as 
the  civil  authority,  elected  by  the  people, 
had  complete  control  over  the  military. 
Today  it  is  just  as  important  to  pre¬ 
serve  that  principle  as  it  was  then  to 
establish  it. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  request 
unanimous  consent  that  there  may  ap¬ 
pear  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  an  edi¬ 
torial  entitled  “The  MacArthur  Ouster,” 
which  appeared  in  the  April  21,  1951,  is¬ 
sue  of  the  magazine  America,  the  Na¬ 
tional  Catholic  Weekly  Review. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows  : 

The  MacArthur  Ouster 

From  almost  any  angle  you  look  at  it,  the 
storm  now  swirling  around  General  Mac¬ 
Arthur  is  deplorable.  What  remains  of  our 
national  unity  is  in  danger  of  being  de¬ 
stroyed  by  the  supercharged  lightning  flashes 
of  emotion  generated  by  personal  and  polit¬ 
ical  partisanship.  We  discern  but  one  hope¬ 
ful  ray  in  the  lightning-riven  clouds:  if  the 
controversy  can  be  brought  under  control 
and  carried  on  calmly  on  the  basis  of  the 
issues  involve.d,  it  may  become  the  last 
Great  Debate  on  United  States  foreign 
policy. 

The  one  Herbert  Hoover  touched  off  6 
months  ago,  apparently  settled  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate’s  troops-to-Europe  resolution  of  April  4, 
dealt  largely  with  our  policy  for  Europe. 
Our  far-eastern  policy,  or  lack  of  it,  was  not 
formally  debated  in  the  Senate.  The  Mac¬ 
Arthur  incident,  for  better  or  worse,  has 
made  such  a  discussion  inevitable.  We  can 
only  hope  that  it  will  be  productive  of  a  re¬ 
newed  national  unity. 

Already,  as  Walter  Lippmann  observed  in 
the  curious  case  of  Senator  Taft,  there  is 
confusion  as  to  what  General  MacArthur 
meant  in  his  now  celebrated  letter  to  Con¬ 
gressman  Martin.  The  general,  as  the  col¬ 
umnist  pointed  out,  wanted  more  than  per¬ 
mission  to  bomb  Red  China’s  Manchurian 
bases  and  to  use  the  Formosa  forces  of 
Chiang  Kai-shek  against  the  Chinese  main¬ 
land.  The  general  wanted  permission  to 
wage  all-out  war  against  China.  Contending 
that  the  global  conflict  with  communism 
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has  already  begun,  the  general  argued  that 
it  could  be  won  by  defeating  Red  China. 
The  way  to  save  Europe,  he  wrote  in  effect, 
is  to  defeat  communism  in  Asia. 

That  involves  an  almost  complete  reversal 
of  our  present  policy.  The  United  States 
and  its  allies  have  long  since  decided  to  con¬ 
centrate  on  Europe  while  diverting  the  nec¬ 
essary  minimum  to  prevent  a  Communist 
sweep  in  Asia.  The  fundamental  issue  is 
therefore  clear-cut.  Shall  the  United  States 
abandon  its  present  efforts  to  safeguard 
Europe  and  devote  its  resources  chiefly  to  a 
full-scale  war  with  Red  China? 

Those  who  join  General  MacArthur  in  an 
affirmative  answer  to  this  fateful  question 
should  not  overlook  these  considerations: 

1.  If  we  decide  to  join  the  issue  in  Asia, 
we  shall  have  to  go  it  alone — our  Atlantic 
allies,  the  Asian-Arab  nations,  and  the  Latin- 
Americans  will  not  support  us. 

2.  Attacking  China  in  the  belief  that  the 
U.  S.  S.  R.  will  not  come  to  her  aid  is  not  a 
calculated  risk — it  is  the  wildest  sort  of 
gamble. 

3.  Our  big  strategic  bombers,  on  which  we 
now  rely  to  deter  Russia  in  the  west,  will 
be  relatively  ineffective  in  China.  If  we 
contemplate  using  them  for  atomic  bomb¬ 
ing,  let  us  reflect  that  such  bombing  would 
have  little  military  value,  would  infuriate 
all  Asia  and  might  invite  Russian  retaliation. 
Thus  there  is  no  hope  of  a  short  and  cheap 
war. 

4.  Our  long-neglected  tactical  Air  Force 
is  still  woefully  unready  for  a  major  conflict. 

5.  Even  if  Russia  did  not  intervene  in 
China,  she  would  be  powerfully  tempted  to 
take  over  an  almost  defenseless  Europe,  in¬ 
cluding  Britain,  acquiring  thereby  tremen¬ 
dous  war-making  potential. 

6.  If  we  tempt  Russia  into  a  war  for  which 
we  are  still  unprepared  offensively,  we  shall 
expose  our  people  to  destruction,  since  our 
home  defense  system,  both  military  and  civil, 
is  pitifully  incomplete. 

7.  As  the  President  emphasized  in  his  ad¬ 
dress  to  the  Nation  on  April  11,  our  present 
policy  is  designed  to  avoid  world  war  III. 
Though  it  may  fail,  it  furnishes  a  hope  lack¬ 
ing  in  the  MacArthur  approach. 

If  these  considerations  are  put  forcibly  to 
the  American  people,  we  believe  that  the 
last  Great  Debate  will  not  be  prolonged 
as  its  predecessor  was,  and  that  our  people, 
finally  satisfied  that  we  are  on  the  only 
course  open  to  us,  will  then  settle  down  to 
the  supreme  task  of  insuring  their  security. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  very  much 
for  yielding  the  minute  to  me. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  been  glad  to  do 
so.  I  hope  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma 
will  remain  in  the  Chamber  for  a  minute 
or  so  longer,  before  he  leaves. 

Mr.  KERR.  I  will. 

GRAIN  FOR  INDIA 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  long 
enough  to  permit  me  to  read  into  the 
Record  a  passage  from  a  letter  which  I 
have  received?  It  will  not  take  me  more 
than  1  minute  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well;  I  yield  for 
that  purpose,  provided  it  is  understood 
that  I  shall  not  thereby  lose  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered;  and  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized  for 
1  minute. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  in  my  possession  a  letter  which  ar¬ 
rived  at  my  desk  recently.  The  letter  is 
dated  April  18,  1951,  and  comes  from 
Delhi,  India,  from  Bishop  J.  Waskcm 


Pickett.  I  wish  to  read  only  one  para¬ 
graph  of  the  letter: 

The  effect  of  the  long  delay  in  dealing  with 
the  wheat  bill  is  really  serious.  The  original 
proposal  evoked  gratitude  in  every  Indian, 
heart,  and  had  action  been  taken  ^immedi¬ 
ately  it  would  have  blunted  all  the  efforts 
the  Communists  are  making  to  create  preju¬ 
dice  and  hostility  against  the  United  States 
of  America.  But  we  have  given  the  Commu¬ 
nists  opportunity  to  organize  and  to  hurt  us, 
and  they  have  used  it  rather  cleverly. 

Mr.  President,  I  merely  say  that  the 
delay  in  congressional  action  on  the  bill 
to  aid  the  Indian  people  is  playing  di¬ 
rectly  into  the  hands  of  the  Soviet  ag¬ 
gressive  system  of  imperialism.  I  call 
upon  those  who  are  responsible  for  the 
progress  of  the  bill  for  the  aid  of  the 
people  of  India  to  get  it  quickly  on  the 
floor  of  both  Houses  of  the  Congress,  so 
that  it  may  be  acted  on  very  soon.  I  also 
call  upon  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
in  view  of  the  delay  which  has  occurred 
in  the  Congress,  to  take  this  matter  upon 
themselves.  A  short  time  ago  we  had 
something  called  The  Friendship  Train 
to  take  gifts  to  Western  Europe.  I  call 
upon  the  people  of  this  country  to  take 
it  into  their  own  hands  to  have  friend¬ 
ship  grain — g-r-a-i-n — sent  to  those  who 
are  dying  of  starvation. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  be  well  for 
Congress  to  stop  dealing  with  military 
tactics  for  a  moment  and  to  legislate  in 
the  field  of  humanitarian  relationships, 
the  field  in  which  the  Congress  is  prop¬ 
erly  organized  to  take  action. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  communicated  to  the 
Senate  the  intelligence  of  the  death  of 
Hon.  Frank  Buchanan,  late  a  Represen¬ 
tative  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania, 
and  transmitted  the  resolutions  of  the 
House  thereon. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORK¬ 
ERS  FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
asked  my  good  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Kerr],  to  wait  a  little 
following  his  statement  in  which  he  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Declaration  of  Independ¬ 
ence.  Prior  to  the  time  when  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oklahoma  made  his  state¬ 
ment,  I  saw  a  copy  of  it,  and  I  told  him 
that  I  would  yield  1  minute  to  him  for 
the  purpose  of  presenting  his  statement, 
because  I  intended  to  use  it  in  opposing 
the  proposed  legislation  contained  in 
Senate  bill  984.  So  I  wish  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  for  making 
that  statement. 

Mr.  President,  the  Declaration  of  In¬ 
dependence  had  a  real  purpose.  It  is  a 
rather  short  document,  but  it  tells  a 
great  deal: 

When  in  the  course  of  human  events — 

What  were  the  colonists  talking  about 
there?  The  colonists  in  America,  from 
Georgia  to  New  Hampshire  and  Maine, 
were  there  referring  to  the  events  which 
were  affecting  them  at  the  moment. 
Those  colonists  were  in  this  country 


prior  to  the  Declaration  of  Independence. 
Many  of  them  not  only  fought  in  1776, 
but  also  took  part  with  the  soldiers  who 
fought  the  French  at  Louisburg,  and 
there  forever  drove  the  French,  as  a  po¬ 
litical  entity,  from  Canada. 

So,  Mr.  President,  we  have  the  im¬ 
mortal  words: 

When  in  the  course  of  human  events,  it 
becomes  necessary  for  one  people  to  dissolve 
the  political  bands  which  have  connected 
them  with  another,  and  to  assume  among 
the  powers  of  the  earth,  the  separate  and 
equal  station  to  which  the  laws  of  nature 
and  of  nature’s  God  entitle  them,  a  decent 
respect  to  the  opinions  of  mankind  requires 
that  they  should  declare  the  causes  which 
impel  them  to  the  separation. 

Mr.  President,  that  was  in  1776,  but 
we  should  remember  that  the  political 
revolution  did  not  begin  in  that  year. 
So  far  as  the  American  colonists  were 
concerned,  the  political  revolution  began 
in  1750  or  1760,  at  least  15  years  before 
the  Declaration  of  Independence  was 
drawn  up.  Of  course,  the  fighting  oc¬ 
curred  afterward;  but  the  thinking  of 
John  Adams,  Samuel  Adams,  Franklin, 
Washington,  and  Jefferson  began  and 
continued  for  a  long,  long  time  before 
the  fighting  commenced  and  the  Dec¬ 
laration  of  Independence  was  drawn  up. 
Mr.  President,  I  love  the  Declaration  of 
Independence.  As  a  result  of  that  dec¬ 
laration  and  as  a  result  of  the  fighting 
in  the  Revolutionary  War — the  actual 
military  operations,  which  involved  con¬ 
siderable  loss  of  life  on  the  part  of  the 
American  colonists — they  formed  a  new 
Government  and  established  the  Consti¬ 
tution,  which  today  is  the  law  of  our 
land. 

Let  me  read  from  the  preamble  of  the 
Constitution,  which  states  its  purpose : 

We,  the  people  of  the  United  States — 

They  were  talking  about  the  American 
people,  not  about  people  anywhere  else; 
not  the  people  of  a  foreign  country. 
Much  as  I  like  to  agree,  and  do  agree, 
with  what  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
stated  as  to  the  desirability  of  our  being 
kindly  and  charitable  to  others,  I  still 
think  we  owe  a  duty  to  the  people  of  the 
United  States.  What  was  the  purpose 
and  objective  of  the  founding  fathers  in 
drawing  up  the  Constitution,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent?  It  is  stated  in  the  preamble  of 
the  Constitution  as  follows — 

In  order  to  form  a  more  perfect  union,  estab¬ 
lish  justice — 

In  all  kindness,  I  may  say  to  my  good 
friend  who  is  sponsoring  this  bill  that 
one  of  the  purposes  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  to  “establish  jus¬ 
tice”  is  not  being  fulfilled  by  a  bill  which 
would  give  a  preference  to  foreign  slave 
labor  as  against  the  American  laborer, 
against  American  citizens.  Is  the  bill 
designed  to  establish  justice?  How  will 
it  establish  justice  when  preference  is 
given  to  an  alien  over  a  citizen  of  the 
State  of  Pennsylvania,  for  instance,  in 
the  field  of  labor  and  employment? 
Under  this  bill,  as  described  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana,  the  alien  laborer 
would  have  an  advantage  over  the  do¬ 
mestic  laborer.  Does  that  fulfill  the 
purposes  of  the  Constitution? 
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Another  purpose  of  the  Constitution  is 
to  “insure  domestic  tranquillity.”  There 
are  millions  of  Americans  throughout 
the  United  States  who  are  in  need  of 
work;  yet  some  employers  are  so  selfish 
and  greedy  that  they  prefer  to  employ 
a  starving  foreigner  to  employing  an 
American  who  may  have  lost  a  son  fight¬ 
ing  for  his  country  in  Korea  or  else¬ 
where. 

Another  purpose  of  the  Constitution  is 
“to  provide  for  the  common  defense.” 
In  order  to  provide  for  the  common  de¬ 
fense,  it  is  of  course  necessary  to  have 
money,  which  must  be  raised  by  taxes. 
Who  pays  the  taxes?  The  American 
citizen.  Under  the  provisions  of  the 
pending  bill  an  alien  who  came  to  this 
country  to  engage  in  the  work  contem¬ 
plated  would  not  be  required  to  pay 
taxes.  A  poor  American  laborer  who 
may  want  work  would  be  prohibited  from 
earning  a  little  money  with  which  to 
enable  him  to  pay  taxes. 

A  further  purpose  of  the  Constitution 
Is  to  “promote  the  general  welfare.”  I 
ask  Senators  who  have  been  kind  enough 
to  listen  to  my  remarks,  and  our  guests 
in  the  galleries  who  are  listening  to  me 
now,  how  is  the  general  welfare  of  the 
United  States  to  be  promoted  if  slave 
labor,  peon  labor  from  another  country, 
is  preferred  over  that  of  our  own  citizens? 

Another  purpose  of  the  Constitution 
is  to  “secure  the  blessings  of  liberty.” 

When  I  began  my  speech  last  Friday, 
I  stated  that  peonage  had  been  non¬ 
existent  in  my  State  since  1868.  We  do 
not  want  it  to  return.  The  blessings  of 
liberty  cannot  be  secured  on  the  basis 
of  cheap  wages  paid  to  slave  labor  of  the 
type  contemplated  by  the  bill. 

The  preamble  to  the  Constitution  con¬ 
cludes;  “and  secure  the  blessings  of  lib¬ 
erty  to  ourselves  and  our  posterity,  do  or¬ 
dain  and  establish  this  Constitution  for 
the  United  States  of  America.” 

The  Constitution  is  the  law  of  the  land. 
No  matter  how  charitably  inclined  we 
may  be,  no  matter  how  kind — and  we  are 
kindly  disposed  toward  the  other  peoples 
of  the  world,  as  shown  by  the  fact  that 
we  feed  hungry  peoples  of  the  world — 
it  is  unwise  and  unsound  to  prevent  an 
American  laborer  from  being  employed, 
even  at  hard  labor,  when  work  is  avail¬ 
able,  and  to  pass  legislation  which  would 
give  a  preference  to  one  particular  coun¬ 
try  as  against  the  other  countries  of  the 
world. 

Yes;  the  pending  bill  could  be  passed 
within  a  matter  of  moments,  but  I  sub¬ 
mit  it  would  be  an  injustice  to  the  Amer¬ 
ican  citizen.  When  I  say  “the  American 
citizen”  let  me  remind  the  Senate  that 
the  Constitution  does  not  require  that 
an  American  citizen  be  of  Anglo-Saxon, 
or  Jewish,  or -Spanish  descent.  It  is  a 
Constitution  for  all  citizens  of  the  United 
States.  That  explains  one  of  my  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman] 
regarding  the  citizens  of  Puerto  Rico. 
Citizens  of  America  include  citizens  of 
Puerto  Rico;  citizens  of  America  include 
the  Indians. 

Mr.  MARTIN.  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  whether  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  will  yield  for  a  com¬ 


ment  along  the  lines  of  his  present  dis- 
cussian. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield.  In  doing  so  I 
desire  to  propound  a  question  to  my  good 
friend  from  Pennsylvania.  Everything 
being  equal,  if  workers  are  needed  on 
American  farms  and  in  American  indus¬ 
tries,  and  if  American  citizens  are  avail¬ 
able  to  perform  the  required  work,  whom 
does  the  Senator  think  should  be  em¬ 
ployed? 

Mr.  MARTIN.  I,  of  course,  agree  fully 
with  the  position  taken  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  that 
it  is  our  duty  first  to  see  that  every 
American  is  gainfully  employed.  If  the 
Senator  will  permit,  a  very  distinguished 
former  Vice  President  of  the  United 
States,  Gen.  Charles  G.  Dawes,  passed  to 
his  reward  last  week.  The  Senator  will 
recall  that  General  Dawes  had  an  impor¬ 
tant  part  in  the  negotiations  regarding 
various  matters  following  World  War  I, 
and  that,  among  other  things,.  General 
Dawes  made  this  statement: 

Successful  international  negotiations  must 
begin  with  the  representatives  of  each  nation 
having  uppermost  in  mind  the  interest  of 
their  own  nations.  Along  with  that  there 
must  be  the  determination  to  adjust  those 
interests  to  the  common  good  of  all. 

But  General  Dawes,  Vice  President  of 
the  United  States,  stated  that  our  first 
consideration  should  be  given  to  our  own 
nationals:* 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  think  that  proposition  is  basic.  What 
citizens  are  intended  to  be  protected  by 
the  oath  which  we  take  under  the  Con¬ 
stitution  when  we  assume  office?  What 
citizen  is  the  Constitution  designed  to 
protect?  It  is  the  American  citizen.  Last 
Friday  it  was  stated  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  that  we  have  spent  $120,000,000 
in  the  Republic  of  Mexico  to  keep  the 
hoof-and-mouth  disease  away  from  our 
border,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  our 
cattle  industry.  We  do  not  buy  beef 
from  the  Argentine,  though  by  doing  so 
we  might  provide  40-cent  steaks.  Why 
is  that?  We  abstain  from  the  purchase 
of  Argentine  beef  in  order  to  protect 
American  commerce.  Yet,  the  pending 
bill  would  permit  the  importation  of  for¬ 
eign  labor,  to  be  used  in  preference  to 
American  labor. 

I  referred  a  few  moments  ago  to  the 
Indians.  To  me,  they  are  Americans. 
They  are  good  enough  to  be  allowed  to 
die  in  Korea  while  wearing  the  uniform 
of  the  United  States;  they  are  good 
enough  to  serve  as  soldiers  of  the  Re¬ 
public  and  to  be  buried  in  France,  Bel¬ 
gium,  and  Italy,  but,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  pending  bill,  even  though  they 
might  want  to  work  as  agricultural  la¬ 
borers,  they  would  be  prevented  from 
doing  so. 

I  do  not  question  the  integrity  of  the 
committee,  nor  of  the  sponsors  of  the 
bill,  but  I  say  Senators  are  mistaken. 
If  this  bill  were  to  pass,  it  would  become 
a  cancerous  growth  upon  our  body  politic. 
It  would  interfere  with  public  health,  it 
would  interfere  with  wages,  it  would  in¬ 
terfere  with  our  whole  economy.  It 
would  bring  back  a  condition  which  was 
done  away  with  by  Lincoln,  namely,  that 


4621 

of  slavery  and  peonage.  The  bill  should 
not  pass. 

I  should  like  to  call  the  attention  of 
the  Senate  to  a  telegram  I  have  received 
from  Texas.  I  regret  that  my  good 
friend  the  junior  Senator  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Johnson!  is  not  present.  I  wish 
all  Senators  would  listen  to  this  telegram. 
It  is  from  the  American  GI  Forum  of 
Texas  Independent  Veterans’  Organiza¬ 
tion.  I  am  sure  that  the  junior  Senator 
from  Texas  knows  the  person  who  sent 
the  telegram,  which  is  addressed  to  me 
at  the  United  States  Senate,  from  Corpus 
Christi,  Tex.,  reading  as  follows: 

American  GI  Forum  Veterans  Organiza¬ 
tion,  representing  more  than  50,000  American 
veterans  of  Mexican  origin,  wish  to  ask  you 
to  continue  to  fight  to  exclude  foreign  work¬ 
ers,  especially  in  Texas.  Thousands  of  vet¬ 
erans — ■ 

The  ones  who  faced  the  music,  the  ones 
who  would  have  made  the  supreme  sacri¬ 
fice,^  if  need  be,  and  the  relatives  of 
American  boys  who  were  buried  not  in 
Texas  but  abroad — 

Thousands  of  veterans  not  able  to  make  a 
decent  living  because  of  low-wage  competi¬ 
tion  by  wetbacks  and  imported  labor.  Thou¬ 
sands  of  children  of  veterans  are  not  able 
to  enjoy  good  health  because  veterans  and 
their  families  are  forced  to  work  for  starva¬ 
tion  wages  because  of  imported  labor.  Amer¬ 
icans  of  Mexican  origin  in  Texas  must  have 
opportunity  to  live  like  human  beings  and 
first-class  citizens.  Best  way  to  do  it  is  to 
stop  all  imported  labor. 

All  they  ask  is  just  a  chance  to  exist — 
not  to  get  rich — a  chance  to  find  employ¬ 
ment  so  that  they  may  feed  their  fami¬ 
lies,  to  send  their  children  to  school,  to 
teach  them  to  adore  the  flag  and  to  know 
that  their  fathers  and  brothers  did  not 
die  in  vain  on  foreign  fields.  In  many 
instances,  the  kind  of  persons  the  writer 
of  the  telegram  is  talking  about  are  rel¬ 
atives  of  American  boys  who  are  buried 
in  foreign  cemeteries  with  their  only 
decoration  a  white  cross.  Now  a  bill  is 
introduced  which,  if  it  should  pass, 
would  result  in  foreign  labor  being 
brought  into  the  United  States.  I  say  it 
is  un-American. 

Americans  of  Mexican  origin  in  Texas  must 
have  an  opportunity  to  live  like  human  be¬ 
ings  and  first  class  citizens.  Best  way  to  do 
it  is  to  stop  all  imported  labor. 

The  telegram  is  from  American  GI 
Forum  of  Texas  Independent  Veterans’ 
Organization,  by  Hector  P.  Garcia,  med¬ 
ical  doctor,  chairman.  I  am  sure  my 
good  friend  from  Texas  knows  him. 

Mr.  President,  one  member  of  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  committee  was  Archbishop  Lucey, 
from  the  heart  of  Texas.  This  is  what 
he  says: 

San  Antonio,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

May  I  sincerely  commend  your  efforts  to 
amend  the  farm-labor  measure  now  under 
Senate  consideration  so  that  it  will  contain 
at  least  some  standards  of  decent  working 
conditions  and  will  not  encourage  a  fur¬ 
ther  influx  across  the  border  of  large  num¬ 
bers  of  Mexican  workers  who  are  not  needed. 
Having  long  studied  the  farm-labor  situa¬ 
tion  in  this  area  at  first  hand  and  in  recent 
months  as  a  member  of  the  President's  Com¬ 
mission  on  Migratory  Labor  in  its  Na'iion- 
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wide  investigation  I  firmly  believe  that  the 
demand  for  further  Mexican  workers  is  not 
justified.  If  a  small  number  of  alien  work¬ 
ers  are  required  immediate  steps  should  be 
taken  to  organize  our  farm-labor  force  which 
in  itself  should  be  adequate  for  our  needs. 
I  wish  you  success  in  your  noble  undertak¬ 
ing. 

Archbishop  Lucey. 

The  telegrams  which  I  have  been  read¬ 
ing  are  from  outside  my  own  State.  The 
American  Federation  of  Labor  is  against 
the  bill.  The  Railway  Labor  Executives 
Association  sent  a  telegram  which  reads 
as  follows : 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  applaud  your  leadership  in  seeking  to 
amend  the  farm-labor  bill  now  before  the 
Senate  so  that  it  will  contain  at  least  some 
minimum  working  standards  and  so  that 
Mexican  workers  will  not  be  encouraged  to 
cross  the  border.  We  call  your  attention  to 
the  wire  we  sent  to  the  majority  leader,  Sen¬ 
ator  McFarland. 

G.  E.  Leighty, 

Chairman,  Railway  Labor  Executives 

Association. 

I  read  a  telegram  into  the  Record  last 
Friday  which  came  from  my  State,  in 
which  the  writer,  Mr.  Roberts,  stated 
that  his  association,  the  Farm  Bureau 
Federation,  represented  8,000  persons. 
I  believe  that  is  correct.  But  listen  to 
this  telegram: 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  27,  1951. 
Dennts  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate: 

National  Congress  of  American  Indians 
heartily  commend  you  for  your  staunch  ef¬ 
forts  to  amend  S.  984  so  that  it  will  con¬ 
tain  guaranties  of  decent  standards  and 
working  conditions  for  domestic  farm  work¬ 
ers  as  well  as  imported.  We  particularly 
appreciate  your  championing  the  cause  of 
the  American  Indians  in  this  legislation  and 
hope  that  you  will  succeed  in  getting  genu¬ 
ine  consideration-for  them. 

John  C.  Rainer, 
Executive  Secretary. 

Why  not,  Mr.  President?  The  same 
Constitution  protects  the  Indian  as  it 
does  all  other  Americans.  He  has 
earned  that  protection.  Our  record  and 
our  history  indicate  our  treatment  of 
the  Indian  from  the  time  he  was  driven 
from  North  Carolina  to  the  South,  from 
the  time  he  was  driven  from  Mississippi 
and  Alabama  to  Oklahoma,  from  directly 
after  the  gold  rush,  when,  with  whip, 
rifle,  and  gun,  he  was  sent  to  what  was 
then  supposed  to  be  the  desert  of  south¬ 
ern  California,  now  known  as  Palm 
Springs.  That  was  considered  to  be  the 
worst  possible  place.  It  has  now  been 
found  to  be  good,  and  we  want  to  take 
it  away  from  the  Indians. 

Approximately  400,000  Indians  might 
be  affected  by  the  bill.  In  my  State  there 
is  one  county  which  contains  a  vast 
number  of  Navajo  Indians,  God’s  people, 
who  are  trying  to  get  along  under  the 
most  terrific  handicaps.  If  aliens  are 
brought  into  our  country  as  a  result  of 
the  enactment  of  the  pending  bill,  the 
poor  Navajo  whose  son  may  have  helped 
to  raise  the  flag  at  Iwo  Jima  or  Okinawa 
will  not  have  a  chance  against  the  im¬ 


ported  labor.  Is  that  fair,  is  it  right,  is 
it  American?  The  poor  Indians  of  Okla¬ 
homa,  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  Colorado, 
Utah,  California,  the  Klamath  Indians 
and  other  Indians  of  Oregon,  Washing¬ 
ton,  Montana,  North  Dakota,  and  South 
Dakota,  who  are  having  a  hard  time, 
would  not  have  a  chance  if  this  bill 
should  pass. 

I  have  here  a  telegram  from  William 
Green,  president  of  the  American  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Labor,  opposing  Senate  bill 
984.  There  is  also  a  telegram  from 
Mgsr.  L.  G.  Ligutti,  director,  National 
Catholic  Rural  Life  Conference,  Des 
Moines,  Iowa;  also  a  telegram  reading, 
in  part,  as  follows: 

We,  the  undersigned,  send  you  this  mes¬ 
sage  of  support  for  the  valiant  and  intelli¬ 
gent  fight  you  are  making  on  the  Senate 
floor  to  shape  the  farm  labor  legislation  now 
being  considered  into  an  instrument  aimed 
truly  to  ^further  the  interests  of  farm  work¬ 
ers  both  domestic  and  foreign. 

I  thank  the  writer  for  the  compli¬ 
ment.  Then  follows  a  long  list  of  names. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  all  these  telegrams  be  inserted 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  re¬ 
marks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

The  A.  F.  of  L.  sincerely  appreciates  the 
excellent  effort  that  you  are  making  in  the 
Senate  to  protect  the  interests  of  American 
workers. 

S.  984,  to  provide  for  the  recruitment  and 
Importation  of  Mexican  workers  for  agricul¬ 
tural  labor,  represents  a  dangerous  threat  to 
our  economy.  It  is  a  movement  to  open 
wide  the  doors  for  wholesale  importation  of 
Mexican  workers  at  the  expense  of  American 
farm  workers  who  have  traditionally  been 
the  most  neglected  group  in  our  country. 

You  can  depend  on  the  solid  support  of 
our  free  trade-union  movement  in  your  gal¬ 
lant  effort  to  defeat  the  enactment  of  this 
vicious  legislation. 

William  Green, 

President,  American  Federation  of  Labor. 

Des  Moines,  Iowa,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

National  Catholic  Rural  Life  Conference 
appreciates  very  highly  your  Christian  efforts 
to  amend  S.  984.  We  must  be  mindful  that 
human  values  come  first.  Taking  advan¬ 
tage  of  needy  poor,  whether  Americans  or 
foreigners,  will  not  sell  democracy  at  home 
or  abroad  and  will  not  bring  lasting  gains 
to  anyone.  Justice,  charity,  fairness  always 
pays. 

Msgr.  L.  G.  Ligutti, 
Director,  National  Catholic  Rural  Life 
Conference. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

CIO  strongly  backs  your  vigorous  and 
well-considered  fight  to  amend  the  farm  la¬ 
bor  bill  in  order  to  provide  minimum  stand¬ 
ards  of  decency  for  both  domestic  and  im¬ 
ported  farm  workers. 

Nathan  E.  Cowan, 

Director,  CIO  Legislative  Department. 
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Washington,  D.  C.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  the  undersigned  send  you  this  mes¬ 
sage  of  support  for  the  valiant  and  intelli¬ 
gent  fight  you  are  making  on  the  Senate 
floor  to  shape  the  farm-labor  legislation  now 
being  considered  into  an  instrument  aimed 
truly  to  further,  the  interests  of  farm  work¬ 
ers,  both  domestic  and  foreign.  Achieve¬ 
ment  of  your  objective  is  of  profound  social 
value  to  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  We  promise 
you  continuing  support  in  your  high  en¬ 
deavor. 

Ralph  W.  Amerson,  Philadelphia,  Pa.; 
Shirley  E.  Green,  Agricultural  Rela¬ 
tions  Secretary,  Council  for  Social  Ac¬ 
tion  of  the  Congregational  Christian 
Churches;  Elizabeth  Christman,  Amal¬ 
gamated  Clothing  Workers,  CIO; 
Dr.  Ira  Dereid,  Haverford,  Pa.;  Lee  F. 
Johnson,  Executive  Vice  President,  Na¬ 
tional  Housing  Conference;  Benton  J. 
Stong,  National  Farmers  Union; 
David  C.  Williams,  Americans  for  Dem¬ 
ocratic  Action;  Gertrude  Folks, 
Zimans  National  Child  Labor  Com¬ 
mittee;  Hoyt  S.  Haddock,  CIO  Mari¬ 
time  Committee;  H.  L.  Mitchell,  Pres¬ 
ident,  National  Farm  Labor  Union, 
AFL;  Paul  Sifton,  National  Legislative 
Representative,  United  Automobile 
Workers,  CIO;  C.  Emerson  Smith,  Vir- 
vinia;  Leon  B.  Schachter,  President, 
Cannery  and  Farm  Workers  Union; 
Richard  K.  Bennett,  New  Jersey; 
Theodore  A.  Rath,  New  Jersey;  E.  A. 
Mueller,  Chicago,  Ill.;-.  Marjorie  C. 
Thayer,  Virginia;  Marjorie  Cabot  Ware, 
Massachusetts;  Elizabeth  S.  Magee, 
General  Secretary,  National  Con¬ 
sumers  League;  Marion  Dornton, 
Michigan  Consumers  League;  Ambur 
Arthun  Warburton,  McLean,  Va.; 
Veniette  C.  Weil,  Massachusetts;  Vir¬ 
ginia  Neel,  Washington,  D.  C.;  Alfred 
C.  Bartholomew,  Pensylvania;  Eliza¬ 
beth  B.  Herring,  New  York,  National 
Board,  YWCA;  Cameron  P.  Hall,  New 
York;  Albert  H.  Cotton,  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  William  J.  Gibbons. 

Denver,  Colo.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Compliments  on  your  fight  re  Ellender 
Mexican  labor  bill.  Wrong  to  subsidize  a  few 
large  farm  operations  in  limited  area.  Fam¬ 
ily  farmers  eventually  are  forced  to  compete 
with  low-income  laborers  thus  brought  in. 

Harvey  R.  Solberg, 
President,  Rocky  Mountain  Farmers 
Union. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  telegram  is  addressed  to  me,  com¬ 
ing  from  the  border,  the  area  which 
would  possibly  benefit  by  the  passage  of 
this  bill: 

Yuma,  Ariz.,  April  29,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Following  telegram  has  been  sent  to  Sena¬ 
tors  Carl  Hayden  and  Ernest  McFarland: 

“Urge  all-out  fight  against  Senate  bill  984 
Introduced  by  Senator  Ellender.  For  sake  of 
entire  country  please  support  Senator  Dennis 
Chavez  in  his  fight  against  indiscriminate 
and  unlimited  importation  of  Mexican  farm 
labor." 

Mason  M.  Warren, 
Secretary,  Yuma  Building  and  Con¬ 
struction  Trades  Council. 
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I  have  another  telegram  to  the  same 
effect  from  the  Arizona  State  Federation 
of  Labor,  which  reads  as  follows : 

Phoenix,  Ariz.,  April  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senator  from  New  Mexico, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Following  telegrams  have  been  sent  to  Sen¬ 
ators  Hayden  and  McFarland,  of  Arizona : 

“We  strenuously  oppose  S.  984  and  respect¬ 
fully  request  your  support  of  our  stand.” 

Arizona  State  Federation  of  Labor, 

E.  F.  Vickers,  Secretary-Treasurer. 

Mr.  President,  the  next  telegram  is  ad¬ 
dressed  to  me  from  Norman,  Okla.,  read¬ 
ing  as  follows: 

Norman,  Okla.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urge  passage  your  amendment  Senate  bill 
984  requiring  minimum  wage  and  hiring- 
available  local  labor. 

Clay  L.  Cochran. 

W.  N.  Peach. 

D.  M.  Owings. 

W.  H.  Leckie. 

Paul  E.  Nelson. 

The  signers  of  the  telegram  are  pro¬ 
fessors  at  the  University  of  Oklahoma. 
As  I  said  before,  I  want  to  do  what  is 
fair,  and  I  respect  the  views  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  who  differ  with  me  on  the  sub¬ 
ject. 

I  will  not  read  what  the  labor  groups 
have  said.  I  merely  wish  to  invite  the 
attention  of  Senators  to  22  telegrams 
which  I  received  from  labor  groups  in 
my  State,  who  are  opposed  to  the  bill. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  tele¬ 
grams  be  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  New  Mexico  State  Federation  of  Labor 
and  affiliate  membership  is  opposed  to  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  984,  importation  of  Mexican  na¬ 
tional  laborers.  Laborers  available  in  State 
if  fair  standard  of  wages  paid.  In  past 
years  Importation  of  Mexican  nationals  for 
farm  work  has  displaced  laborers  and  at  a 
lower  wage  scale.  Supply  of  laborers  in 
State  should  be  exhausted  before  any  im¬ 
portations  take  place. 

W.  S.  Roberts, 

Secretary,  New  Mexico  State 

Federation  of  Labor. 


Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  working  people  of  Chaves  County  are 
opposed  to  Senate  bill  No.  984  which  would 
bring  Mexican  nationals  into  the  Pecos 
Valley  for  cotton  harvest  at  a  lower  rate 
of  pay  than  prevailing  scale  in  1950.  Mex¬ 
icans  were  brought  in  and  our  people  walked 
the  streets  looking  for  work.  Prevailing  rate 
here  was  $3  to  $4  per  hundred.  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  worked  for  $1.75  per  hundred.  We  ask 
that  you  vote  and  work  against  this  shame¬ 
ful  situation  reocurring  this  year. 

James  A.  Price, 

President,  New  Mexico 
State  Federation  of  Labor. 


Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

As  the  representative  of  Building  Trades 
and  Construction  Council  of  Northern  Area 
of  New  Mexico,  representing  18,000  workers 
of  all  crafts,  I  am  urging  the  defeat  of  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  No.  984. 

Thomas  Hill. 

Hobbs,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  New  Mexico  State  Council  of  Car¬ 
penters  with  a  membership  of  over  2,000, 
wish  to  express  our  opposition  to  Senate 
bill  984  which  would  allow  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  to  be  brought  in  at  a  low  scale  of 
wages  to  compete  with  our  American  citi¬ 
zens  in  doing  farm  work.  Last  year  our 
citizens  who  pick  cotton  at  $2  to  $3  per  hun¬ 
dred  had  to  stand  on  the  sidewalks  in  town 
while  Mexican  nationals  got  the  work  for 
$1.75  per  hundred.  Your  help  in  behalf  of 
the  people  of  our  communities  of  New  Mex¬ 
ico  in  defeating  this  legislation  will  be  ap¬ 
preciated.  Sincerely  yours. 

Vernon  C.  Roberts, 

Secretary -Treasurer,  New  Mexico 
State  Council  of  Carpenters. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Central  Labor  Union  of  Albuquerque 
representing  8,000  members  urges  you  to  vote 
no  on  Senate  bill  No.  984.  This  bill  is  detri¬ 
mental  to  all  working  people  in  this  State. 

J.  E.  Handley, 

Secretary,  Central  Labor  Union. 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Respectfully  request  you  hold  fast  in  your 
stand  against  importation  of  Mexican  labor 
to  United  States.  Thousands  of  working  peo¬ 
ple  in  this  and  other  States  available  for 
farm  work,  however,  employers  would  hire 
cheap  foreign  labor  and  starve  working 
citizenry  of  this  country.  Advise  Senator 
Anderson  that  working  people  of  New  Mexico 
sent  him  to  Senate  to  represent  the  State 
of  New  Mexico  and  its  people.  His  con¬ 
tinued  support  of  Senate  bill  984  will  be  a 
disservice  to  his  State. 

Respectfully, 

J.  W.  Garcia, 

President,  Santa  Fe  Central  Labor  Union. 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  are  greatly  opposed  to  Senate  bill  num¬ 
bered  984.  We  feel  we  have  sufficient  labor 
to  do  all  work  in  New  Mexico  providing  they 
are  paid  current  wage  scales  in  order  to  make 
it  convenient  for  them  to  live  a  normal  life. 
We  will  appreciate  your  cooperation  against 
this  bill.  Our  local  represents  1,000  members 
plus  their  families  and  relatives. 

T.  L.  Lopez, 

Financial  Secretary, 
Carpenters  Local  No.  1353. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Urgently  request  you  help  in  defeating 
Senate  bill  984.  Surplus  of  farm  labor  avail¬ 
able  when  wages  are  adequate. 

J.  B.  McCoy, 
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Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  urge  you  defeat  Senate  bill  No.  984 
Mexican  Importation.  1,500  organized  labor¬ 
ers  represented. 

Leno  Martinez, 

Agent  AFL  Local  16. 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senator: 

We  of  our  local  union  oppose  deal  S.  984. 
Supply  of  labor  available  if  fair  standard  of 
wages  paid.  One  hundred  and  eighty  mem¬ 
bers  in  our  local. 

A.  M.  Espinoza, 
Painters  Local  869. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Painters  Local  823  urge  the  defeat  of  S. 
984. 

F.  T.  Kbnsella, 

Recording  and  Financial  Secretary, 
Local  823. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
United  States  Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 
United  States  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

Senate  bill  984  will  flood  this  country  with 
unneeded  workers.  Our  American  standard 
of  living  will  suffer.  Electrical  Workers 
Local  611  urges  defeat  of  this  bill. 

Elmer  Zemke. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

Importation  of  cheap  foreign  labor  will 
help  to  further  depress  inadequate  wage 
scales  in  hotel-restaurant  crafts.  Urge  you 
vote  “no”  on  Senate  bill  No.  984. 

James  Giachello, 
Business  Representative. 

Hobbs,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senator  for  New  Mexico, 
Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Common  Laborers  Local  No.  1044,  Hobbs, 
N.  Mex.,  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being 
opposed  to  Senate  bill  984  which  will  allow 
Mexican  nationals  to  be  brought  in  to  take 
the  work  of  our  citizens  in  the  cotton-pick¬ 
ing  season. 

We  have  a  membership  of  some  300  mem¬ 
bers,  many  of  whom  work  with  their  wives 
and  children  in  picking  cotton  in  the  fall 
of  the  year.  These  Mexican  people  are 
brought  here  to  work  for  low  wages  and 
destroy  our  working  conditions.  They  are 
paid  about  half  what  our  citizens  can  work 
for  and  we  cannot  compete  with  them.  Your 
help  in  defeating  this  bill  will  certainly  be 
appreciated. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Lewis  F.  McDowell, 

President,  Local  No.  1044,  Hod  Car¬ 
riers  and  Common  Laborers 
Union. 

Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  working  populations  of  Chaves  County 
and  the  Pecos  Valley  ask  in  the  name  of  de¬ 
cency  for  you  to  use  your  influence  and  op¬ 
pose  Senate  bill  984  which  would  bring  in 
Mexican  nationals  for  farm  work  at  a  lesser 
wage  scale  of  wages  than  the  prevailing 
wage.  In  1950  farmers  used  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  to  harvest  cotton  at  $1.75  per  hun- 
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dred;  prevailing  wage  was  $3.50  to  $4  per  hun¬ 
dred.  Several  thousand  people  here  oppose 
the  recurrence  of  exploitation  of  American 
citizens. 

Frank  Morgan, 

Business  Manager,  Carpenters  Local 
Union. 


Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  Brotherhood  of  Carpenters  and  Joiners 
of  America,  Local  1245,  Eddy  County,  N.  Mex., 
membership  approximately  600,  strongly  op¬ 
pose  Senate  bill  984  relating  to  the  Mexican 
nationals  entering  our  country  to  do  our 
farm  work.  Last  fall  Mexican  nationals 
gathered  our  cotton  for  $1.75  per  hundred, 
whereas  our  scale  was  from  $3  to  $4  a  hun¬ 
dred,  which  brought  hardships  upon  our  la¬ 
borers.  You  can  readily  see  why  we  are 
strongly  opposed  to  this  bill. 

D.  S.  Sikes, 

Financial  Secretary  and  Business 
Agent,  Carpenters  Local  1245. 


Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Construction  and  General  Laborers  Union, 
Local  1385,  of  Eddy  County,  N.  Mex.,  of  ap¬ 
proximately  978  members  would  like  to  go  on 
record  to  strongly  oppose  Senate  bill  984 
relating  to  the  Mexican  nationals  entering 
our  country  to  do  farm  labor.  Last  fall  Mex¬ 
ican  nationals  were  brought  into  New  Mexico 
to  pick  cotton  and  were  paid  $1.75  per  hun¬ 
dred,  whereas  our  own  people’s  scale  is  from 
$3  to  $4  per  hundred.  You  can  readily  see 
why  we  are  opposed  to  such  policies. 

Ronald  E.  Bateman, 
Secretary-Treasurer,  Local  1385. 

Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Our  people  of  the  State  of  New  Mexico  and 
Northwest  District  Council  of  Laborers  would 
like  to  go  on  record  to  strongly  oppose  Senate 
bill  984  relating  to  the  Mexican  nationals 
entering  our  country  to  do  farm  labor.  Last 
fall  Mexican  nationals  were  brought  into 
New  Mexico  to  pick  cotton  and  were  paid 
$1.75  per  hundred,  whereas  our  own  people’s 
scale  is  from  $3  to  $4  per  hundred.  You  can 
readily  see  why  we  are  opposed  to  such 
policies. 

Ronald  E.  Bateman, 

Business  Agent. 

Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Plasterers  and  cement  finishers  of  local  835 
of  Eddy  County,  N.  Mex.,  with  approximately 
84  members  would  like  to  go  on  record  to 
strongly  oppose  Senate  bill  984  relating  to 
the  Mexican  nationals  entering  our  country 
to  do  farm  labor.  Last  fall  Mexican  nationals 
were  brought  into  New  Mexico  to  pick  cotton 
and  were  paid  $1.75  per  hundred,  whereas  our 
own  people’s  scale  is  from  $3  to  $4  per  hun¬ 
dred.  You  can  readily  see  why  we  are  op¬ 
posed  to  such  policies. 

L.  L.  Cadell,- 
Secretary,  Local  Union  835. 


Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Brotherhood  of  Locomotive  Firemen  and 
Enginemen  State  New  Mexico  firmly  oppose 
Senate  bill  984  granting  importation  of  Mex¬ 


ican  national  laborers  until  all  existing  labor 
supply  at  fair  wages  has  been  exhausted. 

A.  G.  Pugh, 

State  Legislative  Chairman,  Brother¬ 
hood  Locomotive  Firemen  and  En¬ 
ginemen. 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Hon.  Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  are  opposed  to  the  importation  of 
Mexican  laborers  in  this  State  until  we  have 
exhausted  the  labor  supply  at  a  fair  standard 
of  wages.  This  concerns  Senate  bill  984. 

Norris  R.  Penny, 

Chairman,  Brotherhood  of  Railway 
Clerks,  New  Mexico  State  Legisla¬ 
tive  Committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
wish  to  read  all  the  messages  I  have  re¬ 
ceived,  but  I  invite  the  attention  of  Sen¬ 
ators  to  what  civic  organizations  in  my 
State  have  said.  They  are  organizations 
which  have  no  axes  to  grind,  which  are 
made  up  of  outstanding  and  fine  citizens 
in  my  community,  as  they  are  -in  every 
other  community.  In  my  State  they  rep¬ 
resent  a  fine  cross  section  of  what  is  com¬ 
munity  life  in  the  entire  United  States.  I 
read  the  first  one : 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

New  Mexico  congress  of  parents  and  teach¬ 
ers  urge  you  amend  S.  984  to  insure  fair  and 
equal  treatment  of  American  labor,  protect 
Indian  labor  and  child  welfare  acts.  School 
attendance  law  should  be  applicable  to  import 
labor  from  Mexico.  This  labor  will  further 
burden  State  health  and  welfare  agencies  and 
because  of  extremely  low  wages  will  lower 
standard  of  living  and  will  create  serious 
problem  in  unemployment. 

Mrs.  Kenneth  S.  Clark, 

State  Legislative  Chairman. 

I  have  another  telegram,  which  reads: 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  are  opposed  {o  original  Senate  bill  984 
but  are  in  favor  of  your  amendments  thereto. 

L.  G.  Boyse, 

Commander,  Department  of  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  Disabled  American  Veterans. 

The  disabled  veterans  are  the  boys  who 
faced  the  music.  They  are  the  boys  who 
are  not  interested  in  cheap  labor.  They 
are  the  boys  who  would  like  to  see  the 
kind  of  government  continue  for  which 
they  were  supposed  to  have  fought,  in 
order  to  preserve  our  American  stand¬ 
ard  of  living. 

I  have  another  telegram: 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
United  States  Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

Thank  you  for  your  gallant  fight  for  your 
amendment  on  Senate  bill  984.  We  are  op¬ 
posed  to  the  Ellender  bill  as  reported  to  the 
Senate. 

Celine  Davis  Raff, 
President,  American  Legion  Auxil¬ 
iary,  No.  82,  Benavides  Grande. 

I  have  a  telegram  from  Albuquerque: 
Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Ellender  bill,  Senate  984,  not  acceptable  to 
many  people  unless  carrying  your  three  pro¬ 
posed  amendments.  Will  be  opposed  by 
some  in  any  event.  With  amendments  will 


probably  help  solve  problems  of  southern 
New  Mexico  during  critical  periods. 

Stuart  W.  Adler. 

I  wish  The  Senator  from  Illinois  had 
not  left  the  Chamber.  I  would  have 
liked  to  tell  him  how  the  New  Mexico 
Health  Foundation  was  started  and  who 
financed  it.  Some  years  ago  a  great 
woman  served  in  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives.  She  was  Mrs.  Ruth  Hanna 
McCormick.  She  married  a  Represent¬ 
ative,  the  one  whom  I  succeeded  in  1920. 
During  the  last  years  of  her  life  she  lived 
in  my  State.  She  was  the  one  whose 
funds  made  the  foundation  possible,  so 
that  people  living  in  the  country,  150  or 
200  miles  from  a  railroad,  completely 
isolated  by  nature  and  in  every  other 
way,  might  at  least  have  a  nurse  in  at¬ 
tendance  in  critical  times,  such  as  when 
a  mother  was  in  the  throes  of  childbirth. 
I  wish  to  pay  my  respects  to  the  New 
Mexico  Health  Foundation  and  to  the 
great  lady  who  was  responsible  for  or¬ 
ganizing  it.  The  telegram  is  signed  by 
Dr.  Adler,  the  managing  director  of  the 
foundation. 

I  have  already  read  a  telegram  from 
Archbishop  Lucey. 

I  have  another  telegram  from  Albu¬ 
querque,  N.  Mex.  It  reads: 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  oppose  the  original  Ellender  bill  S.  984 
but  we  do  support  your  amendments  to  this 
bill. 

Mrs.  O.  I.  Langseth,  Chairman, 

Rev.  Clarence  C.  Parr,  Pastor, 

Social  Action  Committee,  First  Con¬ 
gregational  Church. 

I  am  not  a  member  of  the  Reverend 
Mr.  Parr’s  church;  but  he  is  an  Ameri¬ 
can  and  a  fine  citizen,  who  is  carrying 
out  the  Christian  belief  in  furthering  the 
cause  of  humanity.  That  is  why  he  sent 
the  telegram. 

I  have  another  telegram,  which  reads: 

Clovis,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

Let  me  endorse  your  amendments  to  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  No.  984. 

Thomas  H.  Raper, 

Pastor,  First  Methodist  Church,  Clovis. 

I  have  another  telegram: 

Clovis,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  approve  your  amendments  to  Senate  bill 
984. 

Rev.  H.  H.  Allen, 
Pastor,  Trinity  Methodist  Church. 

Rev.  W.  Carl  Clement  sends  the  fol¬ 
lowing  telegram: 

Clovis,  N.  Mex.,  April  28,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  endorse  your  amendments  to  Senate  bill 
No.  984. 

Rev.  W.  Carl  Clement. 

I  have  another  telegram,  which  reads: 
Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

New  Mexico  Chapter,  American  Association 
Social  Workers,  believes  passage  Senate  bill 
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984  would  stifle  promotion  healthy  wage 
scales  this  area.  Urge  you  protest  passage. 

Harriet  Hallett, 

Chairman. 

Here  is  another  telegram: 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Defeat  Senate  bill  984;  promote  New  Mex¬ 
ico  labor. 

Margaruete  I.  Close, 

Catholic  Charities. 

That  is  the  point,  Mr.  President.  Re¬ 
gardless  of  what  may  be  said  in  support 
of  this  bill,  I  still  prefer  American  labor. 
It  might  be  treason  to  say  so,  but  I  still 
prefer  American  labor  to  labor  from  else- 
where,  unless  American  labor  is  not 
available. 

I  have  another  telegram,  which  reads: 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez: 

Please  protest  Senate  bill  984;  Ellender  bill 
is  vital  concern  in  this  area. 

Virgil  Hawthorne, 

Executive  Secretary,  Bernalillo  Coun¬ 
ty  Tuberculosis  Association. 

Do  Senators  know  of  that  group?  In 
my  State  there  are  citizens,  men,  and 
women  from  every  State  of  the  Union. 
One  of  our  largest  industries  is  rehabili¬ 
tating  people  who  are  afflicted  with  tu¬ 
berculosis.  They  have  come  there  from 
Kokomo,  Ind.,  from  Maine,  and  from 
New  York.  They  come  from  Sparta, 
New  Market,  and  Fayetteville.  They 
come  from  Batesville.  They  come  from 
Baton  Rouge  and  Shreveport,  La.  That 
is  the  kind  of  group  it  is.  Do  Senators 
think  that  they  would  want  to  have  any¬ 
thing  done  which  would  handicap  them 
in  their  efforts  to  regain  their  health,  by 
making  it  easy  to  import  unhealthy 
aliens? 

I  have  some  telegrams  from  local 
lodges,  and  I  ask  that  they  be  printed  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Being  much  Interested  in  Senate  bill  No. 
984,  we  wish  to  express  our  sincere  thanks 
in  behalf  of  Alianza  Hispano-Americana  for 
having  opposed  the  "Ellender  bill  as  reported 
to  the  Senate  and  are  much  in  favor  of  your 
amendments  to  said  bill. 

Alianza  Hispano-American  Lodge 
37, 

Carpio  M.  Chavez,  President. 


Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951. 
United  States  Senator  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.;  . 

The  Alianza  Club,  Inc.,  resolved  the  en¬ 
dorsement  to  Senate  bill  984  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  Senator  Chavez  to  said  bill.  We 
oppose  Senator  Ellender  bill  as  reported  and 
for  a  stand  in  decency  and  equality  the 
membership  of  said  club  endorse  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  Senator  Chavez. 

Alianza  Club, 

Paul  Sanchez, 

President. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  on  Fri¬ 
day  last  I  read  a  telegram  from  Mr. 
Roberts,  the  president  of  the  American 


Farm  Bureau  Federation.  He  is  a  splen¬ 
did  citizen,  and  represents  a  fine  group. 
However,  he  is  completely  mistaken  as  to 
the  eventual  benefits  of  the  proposed 
legislation.  In  the  first  place,  it  would 
not  stabilize  farm  labor.  The  bill  would 
be  in  effect  for  only  1  year.  Its  pro¬ 
ponents  want  cheap  labor  during  the 
growing  season  of  1951.  Such  legislation 
would  not  stabilize  farm  labor.  Labor 
could  be  stabilized  by  means  of  legisla¬ 
tion  which  would  take  care  of  American 
labor  first  and  which  would  provide 
working  conditions  under  which  an 
American  could  work  in  keeping  with  our 
standards.  We  love  to  brag  about  our 
standards  of  living.  They  are  grand, 
and  it  is  important  and  necessary  that 
we  keep  them  up.  We  cannot  keep  up 
American  standards  of  living  on  70  cents 
a  day.  It  cannot  be  done  here  or  else¬ 
where. 

At  any  rate,  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation,  through  its  President, 
sent  a  telegram  approving  Senate  bill 
984.  Now  there  comes  a  telegram  from 
a  person  who  belongs  to  the  same  or¬ 
ganization.  He  has  not  a  thousand  acres 
in  cotton.  He  has  a  little  bean  farm 
near  Mountainair.  He  says: 

Dear  Senator:  I  notice  in  radio  broadcasts 
that  you  are  opposing  the  Ellender  bill. 
Please  feel  that  you  have  our  support  in 
your  opposition  to  this  bill. 

C.  A.  Neely,  President, 

Mountainair  Farm  Bureau. 

He  belongs  to  the  same  organization  as 
the  other  men,  but  he  owns  an  ordinary 
farm.  He  represents  the  6,000,000  farm¬ 
ers  who  operate  family-sized  farms,  and 
not  the  125,000  who  represent  7  percent 
of  the  farming  operations. 

Another  telegram  reads: 

Dear  Senator:  We  are  opposed  to  Senate 
bill  No.  984.  We  must  And  ways  to  adequate¬ 
ly  utilize  our  own  labor  resources. 

That  is  all  there  is  to  it.  I  repeat  that 
we  spent  $120,000,000  getting  rid  of  foot 
and  mouth  disease  in  old  Mexico,  so  as 
not  to  affect  the  fine  dairy  herds  in  the 
home  State  of  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Wiley],  so  as  not  to  affect 
the  fine  beef  cattle  in  the  State  of  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr.  Carlson], 
I  think  it  was  money  well  spent.  The 
Congress  would  not  allow  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  one  pound  of  Argentine  beef, 
though  it  is  of  good  quality  and  the 
housewife  and  the  consumer  could  prob¬ 
ably  obtain  steak  for  30  or  40  cents  a 
pound  if  its  importation  were  allowed. 
Why  has  Congress  taken  that  position? 
It  has  taken  it  for  the  protection  of 
American  industry.  That  is  a  correct 
position.  Our  first  duty  is  to  the  United 
States;  and  the  sooner  we  realize  it  the 
better.  But  the  pending  bill  would  side¬ 
track  all  that  is  sacred  so  far  as  the 
protection  of  American  labor  is  con¬ 
cerned.  We  would  be  importing  cheap 
labor.  How  are  American  laborers  go¬ 
ing  to  keep  up  the  American  standard 
of  living  if  they  must  compete  with  that 
class  of  labor? 

Here  is  a  telegram  from  Herman 
Dinkle,  president  of  the  Stanley  Farmers 
Union.  He  is  opposed  to  the  bill. 

So  is  L.  C.  Timmons,  legislative  direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Moriarity  Farmers  Union.  So 
is  E.  C.  Green,  a  member  of  the  Moun¬ 


tainair  Farmers  Union;  also  Wayne 
Smith,  of  Mountainair,  N.  Mex.;  and  Mr. 
B.  C.  Berryman,  of  Corona,  N.  Mex.  Co¬ 
rona  is  on  the  Southern  Pacific  railroad 
line,  on  the  way  from  Dalhart,  Tex.  to  El 
Paso,  Tex.,  across  the  southeastern  por¬ 
tion  of  New  Mexico.  It  is  a  beautiful 
little  mountain  town.  Its  citizens  are 
God-fearing  people.  They  are  not  big 
farmers.  The  average  farm  in  that  vi¬ 
cinity  is  a  family  farm.  Those  farmers 
are  opposed  to  the  bill. 

Here  is  a  telegram  from  Sam  Kend¬ 
ricks,  legislative  director  of  the  Stanley 
Farmers  Union.  He  is  opposed  to  the 
bill.  So  is  W.  A.  Thomas,  of  Estancia, 
N.  Mex.;  and  Herbert  R.  Parsons,  of 
Mountainair,  N.  Mex. 

Those  farmers  operate  family-sized 
farms.  The  messages  which  I  read  last 
Friday  were  from  other  types  of  farmers. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record,  at 
this  point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  the 
group  of  telegrams  to  which  I  have 
referred. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  I  notice  in  radio  broadcasts 
that  you  are  opposing  the  Ellender  bill. 
Please  feel  that  you  have  our  support  in  your 
opposition  to  this  bill. 

C.  A.  Neeley, 

President,  Mountainair  Farm  Bureau. 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

v  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  We  are  opposed  to  Senate 
bill  No.  934.  We  must  find  ways  to  ade¬ 
quately  utilize  our  ownJabor  resources. 

B.  A.  Kincheloe, 

President,  Torrance  County  Coopera¬ 
tive  Association. 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Hon.  Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Honorable  Senator  Chavez:  Your  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  Ellender  bill  will  receive  full  sup¬ 
port  of  the  people  of  this  community. 

Herman  Dinkle, 

President,  Stanley  Farmers  Union. 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Honorable  Senator:  We  are  glad  to  know 
you  are  opposing  Senate  bill  No.  984.  We 
are  against  the  provision  of  this  bill  and 
hope  you  continue  to  oppose  it. 

L.  C.  Timmons, 

Legislative  Director,  Moriarity  Farm¬ 
ers  Union. 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Continue  your  opposition 
to  the  Ellender  bill. 

E.  C.  Green, 

Member  of  Mountainair  Farmers  Union. 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington.  D.  C. 

Honorable  Senator:  I  am  opposed  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Ellender  bill.  Please  con¬ 
tinue  your  opposition  to  this  bill. 

Wayne  Smith. 
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Corona,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951, 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir:  I  feel  the  Ellender  bill.  No.  984, 
■will  be  a  detriment  to  our  laborers  in  the 
State  of  New  Mexico.  Please  continue  with 
every  effort  to  defeat  same. 

Sincerely, 

B.  C.  Berryman. 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  This  is  to  advise  you  that 
we  are  definitely  opposed  to  Senate  bill  No. 
984.  We  hope  you  will  continue  your  fight 
against  this  bill. 

Sam  Kendricks, 

Legislative  Director,  Stanley  Farmers 
Union. 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  :  I  am  opposed  to  Senate  bill 
No.  984  as  feel  we  should  use  what  labor  we 
have  in  our  own  country  before  bringing  in 
others. 

W.  A.  Thomas, 

Estancia,  N.  Mex. 

Mountainair,  N.  Mex.,  April  29,  1951, 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Thank  you  for  your  stand 
on  Senate  bill  984.  We  are  opposed  to  the 
entire  Ellender  bill.  May  we  encourage  you 
to  vigorously  oppose  this  type  of  legislation. 

Herbert  R.  Parsons. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
it  would  be  proper  at  this  particular 
point,  in  order  that  there  may  be  a  com¬ 
parison,  to  ask  permission  to  have  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record  all  the  telegrams  and 
letters  which  I  have  received  in  favor  of 
Senate  bill  984.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  do  so,  in  order  that  the  record 
may  be  complete. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
and  telegrams  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  support  the  Ellender  bill  on  farm 
labor  without  amendments,  otherwise  the 
farmers  in  this  section  will  be  seriously 
crippled. 

H.  A.  Duke. 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Support  Ellender  bill.  No.  934,  without 
amendments.  We  need  labor  badly. 

H.  E.  Mather. 

McDonald,  N.  Mex. 


Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Cooperate  with  Ellender  bill  without 
amendments.  Situation  will  be  critical  con¬ 
cerning  labor  otherwise. 

N.  G.  Howry, 

Humble  City,  N.  Mex. 


Deming,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  are  firmly  behind  Ellender  farm  labor 
bill,  S.  984,  regarding  importation  of  labor. 
Request  your  support  without  amendment 
or  change.  It  is  to  New  Mexico’s  benefit  just 


as  it  is  written.  We  expect  your  support  of 
this  bill. 

Luna  County  Farm  and  Livestock 
Bureau, 

Frank  A.  Bredecko,  President. 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

1  think  you  should  support  the  Ellender 
bill  without  amendments. 

Brady  Lowe. 

Lubbock,  Tex. 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Do  not  add  amendments  to  Ellender  bill. 
Help  pass  it  as  is. 

Ernest  Mahon. 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

1  personally  think  you  should  not  attach 
amendments  to  Ellender  bill.  Leave  as  is. 
We  find  that  we  get  good  service  through 
Mexican  nationals. 

J.  R.  Hale. 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  need  extra  seasonable  help  on  my  farm. 
Have  used  Mexican  nationals  satisfactorily. 
Support  Ellender  bill  as  now  written  without 
amendments. 

—  L.  G.  Caudill. 

Lovinc-ton,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  have  had  3  years’  experience  in  using 
Mexican  nationals.  I  find  it  practical  and 
would  like  to  continue  as  in  the  past.  Please 
support  Ellender  bill  without  amendments. 

Comer  Hudgens, 

President,  Lea  County  Farm  and 
Labor  Bureau. 


Lovington,  N.  Mex..,  April  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  firmly  believe  that  this  section  of  the 
country  should  be  permitted,  to  contract 
Mexican  nationals  as  now  provided  by  law. 
The  Ellender  bill  without  amendments  is 
suitable. 

Sun  Acre  Farms,  Inc., 
Rolf  A.  Moe,  President. 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

'  Washington,  D.  C.: 

I  am  well  pleased  with  the  contract  for 
Mexican  nationals  as  it  is.  But  the  Ellender 
bill,  without  amendments,  is  acceptable. 

R.  E.  Willingham. 

McDonald,  N.  Mex. 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  need  Ellender  bill  without  any  amend¬ 
ments.  Mexican  labor  is  nearest  available 
extra  help  we  can  get;  less  expensive  trans¬ 
portation. 

R.  L.  Sebring. 

Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C .: 

Labor  condition  critical  here.  Do  not 
amend  Ellender  bill.  Mexican  labor  more 
practical. 

L.  C.  Green. 


Lovington,  N.  Mex.,  April  27,  1951. 
Senator  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  would  like  to  have  Ellender  bill  984 
without  amendments.  National  labor  made 
satisfactory  and  closer.  . 

H.  L.  Wade. 

Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.,  A.pril  25,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Farmers  and  ranchers  in  New  Mexico 
vitally  interested  in  passage,  without  amend¬ 
ments,  of  Ellender  and  Poage  labor  bills  for 
providing  Mexican  nationals  for  farm  labor. 
Am  advised  you  have  introduced  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  emasculate  the  provisions 
of  this  legislation.  Urgently  request  you  re¬ 
consider  these  amendments  and  push  pas¬ 
sage  of  bills  as  now  written.  These  bills  rep¬ 
resent  many  months  of  work  by  producers 
who  foot  the  bill,  cast  the  votes,  and  carry 
the  load  of  getting  production  and  therefore 
are, entitled  to  your  cooperation.  Our  entire 
organization  of  6,000  members  strongly  be¬ 
hind  this  legislation  which  is  of  vital  in¬ 
terest  in  view  of  huge  cotton  acreage  planted 
as  requested  by  our  defense  officials. 

Delmar  Roberts, 

President,  New  Mexico  Farm  and 
Livestock  Bureau. 

Portales,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

■Farmers  of  New  Mexico  want  the  Ellender 
labor  bill  without  your  amendments.  Urge 
your  support  of  Ellender  labor  bill. 

W.  B.  McAlister, 

Vice  President,  New  Mexico  Farm 
and  Livestock  Bureau. 

Artesia,  N.  Mex.,  April  26, 1951. 
Hon.  Senator  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

In  interest  of  farmers  of  New  Mexico  we 
desire  Senate  bill  984  passed  without  any 
amendments  attached.  We  do  not  have  ade¬ 
quate  labor  to  harvest  our  crops.  With  per¬ 
sonal  regards.  Would  appreciate  your  reply. 

J.  W.  Beery. 

Alamogordo,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

The  farmers  in  this  area  are  requesting 
that  you  support  the  Ellender  bill  without 
your  10  amendments.  The  farmers  are  really 
agitated  in  this  district. 

Verner  Clayton. 

Carlsbad,  N.  Midi.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Sincerely  request  your  sup¬ 
port  of  original  Ellender  bill  without  any 
amendments.  It’s  practical  to  use  Mexican 
nationals  to  harvest  our  crops  the  season  of 
1951.  Believing  that  you  will  rely  on  in¬ 
formation  of  your  constituents  as  to  labor 
bills,  thanking  you  for  your  support,  your 
friend, 

Bob  James. 

Malaga,  N.  Mex. 

Roswell,  N.  Mex.,  April  26, 1951. 
United  States  Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 
Senate  Building,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

Strongly  urge  you  to  support  the  Ellender 
bill  regarding  the  use  of  Mexican  nationals 
for  farm  labor  upon  contract  basis.  There  -is 
an  inadequate  supply  of  local  labor  this  area. 
The  use  of  national  in  the  past  has  saved 
millions  of  dollars  in  crops  in  this  area. 
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Migratory  and  transit  labor  has  never  with¬ 
in  the  past  decade  been  adequate  in  this 
area  due  to  extensive  development.  This 
same  condition  exists  in  Lea  County  due  to 
extensive  irrigation  development  there  with¬ 
in  last  4  years. 

Defense  projects  in  this  area  have  absorbed 
practically  all  of  local  labor  and  farmers  and 
ranchers  both  are  faced  with  critical  short¬ 
age.  Contract  method  has  worked  success¬ 
fully  and  we  believe  it  is  only  method  to 
provide  adequate  labor  in  harvest  period  for 
this  area.  We  realize  and  understand  your 
former  position  in  this  matter;  however,  de¬ 
velopment  has  been  so  extensive  in  area,  and 
shortage  of  labor  is  critical.  We  urge  you 
to  support  this  measure.  Farmers  and  ranch¬ 
ers  have  contacted  me  in  considerable  num¬ 
bers,  urging  that  you  be  contacted  and  sit¬ 
uation  explained  to  you.  Many  of  them  feel 
you  have  prejudged  the  necessity  of  this 
legislation,  and  I  cannot  too  strongly  urge 
your  support  of  same. 

T.  T.  Sanders,  Jr., 

Democratic  County  Chairman,  Chaves, 

N.  Mex. 

Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Otis  Farm  and  Livestock  Bureau  requests 
your  support  of  the  original  Ellender  bill. 
Farmers  of  this  association  will  be  seriously 
hampered  in  production  goal  if  it  is  not 
passed  as  is. 

Oral  Nichols, 

President,  Otis  Farm  Bureau. 

Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Your  support  is  requested  for  the  original 
Ellender  bill  on  agricultural  labor. 

J.  C.  Ogden. 

Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  deem  it  best  for  us  that  the  Ellender 
bill,  Senate  bill  No.  984,  be  passed  without 
amendment  and  will  appreciate  youj:  support 
and  withdrawal  of  the  amendments  that 
hamper  the  importation  of  Mexican  labor. 
This  labor  is  necessary  for  us  and  is  one  of 
the  best  good-will  promotions  that  we  have 
in  educating  the  Mexican  labor  to  better  use 
of  our  equipment  and  our  method  of  farm¬ 
ing.  I  have  20  under  contract  and  have 
found  them  all  to  be  excellent  labor. 

R.  T.  Spense. 

Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Senator:  Request  you  support  original 
Ellender  bill.  Farmers  ask  1,600,000  crop. 
Imperative  Mexican  national  labor  made 
available  during  growing  season  and  harvest. 
A  crop  grown  without  harvest  is  without 
benefit. 

C.  F.  Beeman. 

Alamogordo,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  want  your  support  on  the  Ellender  bill 
as  originally  written.  This  request  is  from 
all  farmers  in  this  area  as  well  as  the  Farm 
Bureau  for  your  support  of  the  Ellender 
bill  without  your  10  amendments. 

W.  Add  Painter, 

President,  Otero  County  Farm  Bureau. 


Chamber  of  Commerce, 
Carlsbad,  N.  Mex.,  April  25,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building. 

Hon.  Clinton  P.  Anderson, 

Hon.  Antonio  M.  Fernandez, 

House  Office  Building. 

Hon.  John  J.  Dempsey, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Gentlemen:  The  directors  of  Carlsbad 
Chamber  of  Commerce  and  numerous  farm¬ 
er-businessmen  of  the  area  definitely  protest 
the  President’s  Migratory  Labor  Commission’s 
recommendation  against  the  importation  of 
labor  from  Mexico  at  the  important  cotton¬ 
picking  season  in  the  area  of  southeastern 
New  Mexico  and  especially  Carlsbad.  So  far 
as  known,  the  Commission  did  not  meet  in 
New  Mexico  and  did  not  have  opportunity  to 
learn  of  agricultural  conditions  on  the 
ground. 

Officials  of  the  employment  service  tell  us 
that  there  will  be  insufficient  labor  even  for 
cotton  chopping,  to  say  naught  of  labor  for 
later  cotton  picking;  hence,  we  are  definitely 
concerned  that  should  labor  from  Mexico  be 
stopped  that  we  would  be  without  sufficient 
physical  help  to  gather  the  cotton  crop  when 
ready  for  picking. 

While  Mexican  labor  brought  into  the 
Carlsbad  area  would  be  engaged  for  the  sev¬ 
eral  months  required  for  picking  cotton,  yet 
there  is  the  decided  advantage  of  moving 
the  labor  groups  from  one  area  to  the  other 
to  assist  with  the  needs  therefor. 

■  The  Mexican  labor  is  brought  into  this 
country  on  contract  with  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment;  the  labor  is  screened  against  un¬ 
desirable  physical  and  other  conditions;  the 
immigration  officials  exercise  jurisdiction 
over  the  imported  workers  and,  too,  the 
Mexicans  receive  the  same  wage  for  cotton 
picking  and  other  farm  work  as  do  other 
persons. 

Carlsbad  will  need  imported  labor  from 
Mexico  and  we  definitely  disagree  with  the 
President’s  Migratory  Labor  Commission,  and 
trust  that  the  Commission’s  report  will  be 
unacceptable  and  be  disapproved. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Carlsbad  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
By  Victor  L.  Minter,  Secretary. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  also  ask  unanimous 
consent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  a 
letter  which  I  received  only  lately,  but 
which  is  dated  April  14,  1951,  addressed 
to  me  by  Mr.  Winston  Lovelace,  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  New  Mexico  Cotton  Gin- 
ners  Association  together  with  a  letter  to 
Mr.  W.  J.  Hooten,  editor  of  the  El  Paso 
(Tex.)  Times,  wherein  Mr.  Lovelace 
takes  issue  with  the  Most  Reverend  Rob¬ 
ert  E.  Lucey,  archibishop  of  San  Antonio, 
who  is  a  member  of  the  President’s  Mi¬ 
gratory  Labor  Commission. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

New  Mexico  Cotton 
Ginners  Association, 
Loving,  N.  Mex.,  April  14,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  A.  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  In  connection  with  the  re¬ 
cent  report  of  the  Migratory  Labor  Commis¬ 
sion  and  interview  with  the  Most  Reverend 
Robert  E.  Lucey,  in  El  Paso,  and  the  subse¬ 
quent  publicity  given  to  this  interview,  I 
have  written  the  El  Paso  Times  a  letter  in  re¬ 
buttal  of  the  position  of  the  Commission  that 


additional  labor  is  not  needed  by  farmers.  I 
enclose  copy  of  this  letter  to  you  for  your 
information. 

We  believe  that  it  is  nearly  a  question  of 
life  and  death  as  far  as  gathering  our  cot¬ 
ton  crop  next  fall  Is  concerned,  to  get 
Braceros  another  year.  We  feel  sure  you  will 
agree  with  us  in  this  and  hope  you  will  do 
all  that  you  possibly  can  to  push  the  passage 
of  the  bill  now  before  Congress  authorizing 
the  importation  of  Mexican  farm  laborers. 

Thanking  you  kindly  for  this  and  past  con¬ 
siderations,  I  am, 

Yours  very  truly, 

Winston  Lovelace, 

President. 

New  Mexico  Cotton 
Ginners  Association, 
Loving,  N.  Mex.,  April  13,  1951. 
Mr.  W.  J.  Hooten, 

Editor,  El  Paso  Times, 

El  Paso,  Tex. 

Dear  Mr.  Hooten:  In  your  issue  of  April  10 
you  carried  report  of  an  interview  with  the 
Most  Reverend  Robert  E.  Lucey,  archbishop 
of  San  Antonio,  who  is  a  member  of  the  Mi¬ 
gratory  Labor  Commission.  This  report  was 
headed  “Braceros  not  needed,  prelate  says.” 

As  is  so  often  the  case  when  such  a  Com¬ 
mission  makes  an  investigation,  the  extremes 
are  played  up  and  apparently  the  report  of 
this  Commission  was  based  on  the  low  ex¬ 
tremes  rather  than  on  the  preponderant  av¬ 
erage  of  conditions  and  is,  therefore,  of  very 
little  value.  Actually,  there  is  a  great  need 
in  New  Mexico  and  elsewhere  for  more  farm 
labor  and  especially  at  harvest  time  in  the 
cotton  fields.  Many  people  say  we  would 
still  be  picking  cotton  from  last  year’s  crop 
if  we  had  depended  on  local  and  migrant 
United  States  labor.  To  make  matters  worse 
for  the  farmer  and  also  for  the  migrant  la¬ 
borers,  a  law  was  passed  prohibiting  children 
under  16  years  of  age  to  work  in  the  fields 
during  school  sessions.  This  is  a  good  law, 
but  it  does  deny  most  migrant  families  the 
chance  to  make  money  during  comparatively 
short  harvesting  seasons  as  they  have  been 
accustomed  to  do.  The  same  conditions 
kept  a  lot  of  local  labor  out  of  the  fields  the 
past  harvest  season. 

As  a  consequence,  had  it  not  been  for  the 
Braceros,  the  western  cotton  farmer  would 
have  been  in  a  sad  shapes  Braceros  picked 
about  50  percent  of  the  cotton  crop  in  the 
Lovington  area  this  past  season  at  wages 
ranging  from  $1.25  to  $2.25  per  hundred¬ 
weight  for  snapping  and  earned  $8  to  $10 
per  day.  In  the  Pecos  Valley  Braceros  picked 
about  60  percent  of  the  crop  at  wages  of  $2 
to  $3  for  picking  and  also  for  snapping  cot¬ 
ton  for  about  the  same  daily  wage  and  in  the 
Mesilla  Valley  rates  were  from  $1.75  to  $2.50 
per  hundredweight.  Wages  in  Arizona  and 
California  were  higher  still. 

Can  anyone  say  these  farm  wages  are  not 
fair  and  do  not  give  a  living  wage?  We  do 
not  think  so,  especially  in  view  of  the  class 
of  labor  used.  Some  local  labor  is  not  will¬ 
ing  to  work  for  a  fair  wage.  We  had  a  report 
of  one  group  of  pickers  leaving  a  field  during 
the  past  winter.  They  were  making  an 
average  hourly  wage  of  80  cents,  but  quit 
because  they  didn’t  like  the  picking.  If 
that  isn’t  a  fair  wage,  we  don’t  see  how  the 
cotton  farmer  can  pay  one. 

Cotton  is  not  perishable  in  the  sense  that 
fruits  and  vegetables  are,  but  it  will  cer¬ 
tainly  deteriorate  if  not  gathered  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  it  has  opened;  other¬ 
wise  there  will  be  a  loss  of  staple  length  and 
a  lowering  of  the  grade.  There  is  an  eco¬ 
nomic  loss  to  the  whole  country  when  this 
occurs. 
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The  farmer  as  a  class  Is  being  very  much 
maligned  from  all  sides  and  very  unjustly. 
He  is  being  blamed  for  the  high  cost  of  food 
and  clothing,  while  the  truth  of  the  matter 
is  that  the  farmer  receives  only  a  small  part 
of  the  retail  price,  not  exceeding  15  per- 
cent,  for  the  raw  product  he  markets. 

Labor  pulled  out  of  the  stabilization  set-up 
because  they  were  to  be  limited  to  a  wage 
Increase  of  10  percent.  The  cotton  farmer 
made  a  direct  contribution  of  $100  to  $150 
on  every  bale  of  cotton  that  was  produced 
this  year  in  furtherance  of  the  defense  effort. 
Foreign  cotton  sold  that  much  higher  than 
our  cotton  because  of  actions  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment.  There  was  a  lot  of  grumbling,  to  be 
sure,  but  the  farmer  kept  right  on  working 
and  this  year  is  heeding  the  pleas  of  the 
same  Government  for  a  big  increase  in  pro¬ 
duction  of  cotton  that  can  only  result  in 
lower  prices  for  his  produce.  At  the  same 
time  they  are  asking  the  farmer  to  produce 
more,  the  Government,  through  lack  of  plan¬ 
ning  to  get  the  farmer  machinery,  fertilizer, 
insecticides,  etc.,  and  hamstringing  him  on 
labor  by  such  reports  as  issued  by  the  Migra¬ 
tory  Labor  Commission,  is  certainly  not  help¬ 
ing  much  to  produce  the  cotton  which  is 
urgently  needed.  However,  the  farmer  is 
meeting  all  these  obstacles  as  he  comes  to 
them  and  is  not  shirking  his  duty  in  pro¬ 
duction. 

The  cotton  farmer  should  know  what  he 
will  need  to  produce  a  big  crop.  He  says 
more  labor  is  one  of  the  things  that  will  be 
needed.  We  do  not  think  a  commission  can 
travel  through  the  country  and  hold  a  few 
meetings  at  scattered  spots  and  be  qualified 
to  come  up  with  the  answers.  It  seems  to 
us  the  time  is  here  for  everyone  to  work 
together  to  get  a  job  done  and  to  quit  sniping 
at  each  other.  We  think  the  whole  cotton 
industry,  from  the  farmer  through  the  gins, 
cottonseed-oil  mills,  and  spinning  mills,  is 
more  than  willing  to  do  this,  but  they  will 
need  the  help  of  more  labor,  more  machin¬ 
ery,  more  fertilizer,  and  more  insecticides 
and  support  of  the  entire  public. 

Yours  very  truly. 

New  Mexico  Cotton  Ginnees’ 
Association, 

Winston  Lovelace,  President. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  when  I 
concluded  my  remarks  on  Friday,  I  had 
just  called  attention  to  the  articles  which 
appeared  in  the  New  York  Times  on  sev¬ 
eral  days  during  the  early  part  of  April. 
I  shall  proceed  from  that  point. 

As  recently  as  the  23d  and  24th  of 
this  month,  the  New  York  Times  con¬ 
tained  articles  by  Mr.  Gladwin  Hill  de¬ 
scribing  the  recruiting  scenes  at  Hermo- 
sillo,  Mexico,  where  growers  from  the 
United  States  picked  out  workers  whom 
they  wanted  to  hire  under  contract. 
Hermosillo,  Mexico,  is  south  of  the  border 
from  Nogales,  Ariz.  It  is  within  the 
state  of  Sonora,  in  the  Republic  of  Mex¬ 
ico.  The  scene  was  far  from  pleasant  to 
read  about. 

Look  magazine  in  its  March  27th  issue 
had  a  picture  and  text  article  portraying 
in  unforgettable  terms  the  sad  dilemma 
of  these  people.  In  its  April  9  issue 
Time  magazine  dealt  with  the  problem, 
and  Newsweek  in  its  April  16  issue  ran 
an  article  about  the  “Woeful  Wetbacks.” 
The  Washington  Post  carried  an  editorial 
on  April  9  deploring  “the  influx  of  aliens 
willing  to  work  for  wages  that  are  in¬ 
decently  low  according  to  American 
standards.”  That  is  one  of  the  issues. 

The  editorial  concluded: 

We  agree  with  the  Commission  that  our 
efforts  in  the  future  should  be  directed  to¬ 


ward  increasing  the  number  of  our  own  farm 
workers  and  eliminating  dependence  on  for¬ 
eign  labor. 

What  is  wrong  with  that?  Let  me  say 
to  my  good  friend  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Wherry]  that  I  inquired  from  Mr.  Good¬ 
win,  of  the  Employment  Service,  as  to 
the  situation  in  this  field.  The  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  has  not  even  scratched  the 
surface.  We  appropriated  millions  of 
dollars  for  that  particular  service.  It 
has  not  scratched  the  surface  of  the 
resources  of  American  labor.  But  still 
they  are  willing  to  employ  labor  from 
outside,  and  are  anxious  to  come  before 
the  subcommittee  which  I  happen  to 
head,  a  subcommittee  of  the  Committee 
on  Appropriations,  for  money  to  inves¬ 
tigate  foreign  labor.  It  is  about  time 
that  they  investigated  domestic  labor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  desire  to  in¬ 
terfere  with  the  continuity  of  thought 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  but  after  the  colloquy  I  had  with 
him  on  Friday  I  checked  very  carefully 
into  the  question  of  wetbacks  as  well  as 
those  who  have  entered  the  country  le¬ 
gally,  but  have  not  departed  from  Mexico. 
Therefore  it  seems  to  me  that  they  are 
in  this  country  illegally. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  They  are  exploited, 
too.  On  Friday  the  Senator  said  that  it 
was  his  judgment  that  there  are  500,000 
wetbacks  illegally  within  the  country. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  admit  that  is  a  very 
conservative  statement. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senator  means 
for  a  liberal  Democrat,  a  New  Deal 
Democrat. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  for  a  New  Deal 
Democrat  that  is  a  very  conservative 
statement.  If  they  were  to  be  counted, 
they  would  probably  number  a  million. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  How  many  are  here 
illegally?  I  mean  how  many  have  been 
recruited,  brought  here  by  contract 
under  existing  arrangements  with  them, 
and  then  have  not  been  deported  to 
Mexico  when  the  contract  was  up? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  could  not  give  the 
exact  figures. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  have 
some  idea? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  venture  to  say 
the  number  runs  into  the  thousands. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  report  states  that 
farmers  of  the  Southwest,  or  whoever 
employs  them,  are  exploiting  these 
laborers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  no  question 
about  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Let  me  ask  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  a  question  for  my 
information.  How  can  a  farmer  exploit 
a  wetback  who  is  not  here  in  compliance 
with  the  immigration  laws?  How  can  a 
farmer  exploit  one  who  has  been  ad¬ 
mitted  under  the  law,  but  who  remains 
in  this  country  illegally?  Is  there  not 
some  way  that  those  who  were  admitted 
legally,  but  have  not  gone  back  to  Mexico, 
can  be  checked?  Is  there  not  some  way 
that  a  check  can  be  had  on  the  wetbacks 
who,  as  the  report  said,  are  being 
exploited? 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  are  so  many 
thousands  of  them  all  the  way  from 
Brownsville,  Tex.,  to  the  Pacific  in  Cali¬ 
fornia  that  if  the  entire  force  of  the 
Immigration  Bureau  were  used  they 
could  not  do  half  a  job. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  mean  that  the  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  immigration  laws  is 
completely  nil  so  far  as  handling  the 
wetbacks  who  are  illegally  within  the 
United  States  today  is  concerned? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Will  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  permit  me  to  make  a 
statement? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Aiken  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  desire  to  state  to 
my  distinguished  friend  from  Nebraska 
that  during  the  hearings  we  held  in 
Mexico  City  a  statement  was  made  by 
officials  of  the  Immigration  Service,  as 
I  recall,  that  there  were  an  estimated 
1,000,000  Mexicans  who  entered  this 
country  illegally  in  1950  and - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  They  are  wetbacks, 
are  they  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  are  wetbacks, 
yes.  And  that  last  year  500,000  were 
apprehended  and  deported  back  to  Mex¬ 
ico.  Many  of  them  reentered  the  United 
States  illegally  again,  and  probably  many 
of  those  not  apprehended  crossed  and 
recrossed  the  border  several  times. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  My  question  is,  How 
are  they  exploited  during  the  time  they 
are  here?  Is  there  not  some  way  by 
which  those  who  employ  that  type  of 
labor  can  have  knowledge  that  such  per¬ 
sons  are  here  in  violation  of  the  law,  or 
are  not  cooperating  with  the  immigra¬ 
tion  laws? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  This  form  of  illegal 
entry  has  been  going  on  -for  50  years  or 
more,  and  it  has  been  aggravated  re¬ 
cently,  because  so  many  Mexicans  want 
to  cross  the  border  into  the  United  States 
in  order  to  obtain  bettef  wages  than  they 
get  in  Mexico.  As  I  have  pointed  out 
on  two  or  three  occasions,  the  bill  pro¬ 
hibits  the  employment  of  a  Mexican 
under  this  program  if  he  is  a  wetback. 
I  believe  the  only  way  in  which  the  prob¬ 
lem  can  be  solved  is  to  enact  legislation 
along  the  line  contained  in  this  bill,  as 
demonstrated  in  my  remarks  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  last  week. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Will  the  Senator 
point  out  in  the  bill  any  provision  which 
would  accomplish  what  he  suggests? 
Where  does  the  bill  provide  that  it  shall 
be  illegal  for  the  wetback  to  obtain  em¬ 
ployment  as  a  laborer  in  this  country? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  will 
find  on  page  2  of  the  bill  the  following 
language : 

(1)  To  recruit  such  workers  (including 
any  such  workers  temporarily  in  the  United 
States  under  legal  entry). 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  referring  to 
those  who  came  into  the  United  States 
illegally.  But  I  see  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  wishes  to  continue  his  ad¬ 
dress.  Perhaps  as  he  continues  he  will 
answer  my  question:  Where  in  the  bill 
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is  there  a  provision  which  would  prevent 
the  hiring  of  wetbacks? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  bill  provides 
that  no  Mexican  can  be  contracted  with 
unless  he  has  legally  entered  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understood  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  to  make  the  state¬ 
ment  that  it  did. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  provides  that 
Mexican  labor  can  be  employed  in  this 
country  provided  it  comes  here  legally. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  point  I 
developed  last  Friday.  The  Senator 
must  understand  that  I  want  this  labor 
to  come  into  the  United  States  if  it  is 
needed.  The  bill,  however,  makes  pro¬ 
vision  only  for  those  who  come  here 
legally.  What  is  going  to  be  done  with 
those  who  are  now  in  the  United  States 
illegally? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  now  against  the 
law,  of  course,  for  Mexican  labor  to  come 
into  this  country  in  any  other  way  than 
provided  by  law. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  But  they  come  here 
anyway. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  are  laws 
against  murder,  but  of  course  murders 
are  perpetrated  every  day. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  what  is  going  to 
be  done  to  prevent  the  exploiting  of 
laborers  who  are  here  illegally? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  have  previously 
stated,  those  who  attempt  to  enter  the 
United  States  illegally  are  apprehended 
as  they  try  to  come  across  the  border. 
Some  five  hundred  thousand  who  at¬ 
tempted  to  cross  the  border  were  caught 
and  sent  back  to  Mexico  last  year.  Not 
a  day  passes  that  the  immigration  au¬ 
thorities  do  not  catch  many  Mexicans 
attempting  to  cross  illegally. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  And  such  as  are  here 
illegally  who  do  not  behave,  are  reported 
to  the  immigration  authorities  by  those 
who  employ  them,  and  are  returned  to 
Mexico. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  the  point.  I 
understand  the  situation  with  respect  to 
legal  entry  of  Mexican  labor,  but  I  can 
find  no  clarification  in  the  bill  with  re¬ 
spect  to  Mexican  labor  which  is  illegally 
within  the  country.  It  is  admitted  that 
more  and  more  of  them  are  coming  into 
the  United  States;  that  wetbacks  will 
continue  to  make  the  crossing  because 
the  enforcement  of  the  immigration  laws 
has  completely  broken  down. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  it  has  not. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  did  not  mean  com¬ 
pletely,  but  it  has  broken  down  to  such  a 
point  that  there  are  500,000  Mexicans 
illegally  in  this  country. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  the  estimate 
of  the  number  who  were  not  apprehended 
last  year. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  a  great  num¬ 
ber  of  persons.  It  is  however,  only  an 
estimate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  And  such  per¬ 
sons  are  being  apprehended  every  day. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  probably  more 
are  coming  in  than  are  being  deported. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  possible. 
But  such  entry  is  against  the  law.  It  is 
illegal  for  persons  to  enter  the  United 
States  without  complying  with  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  law  as  the  wetbacks  are 
doing. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  Of  what  benefit  will 
it  be  to  prescribe  legal  requirements  with 
respect  to  Mexican  laborers,  and  to  de¬ 
port  a  few  who  have  entered  illegally,  if 
wetbacks  will  continue  to  come  into  the 
United  States  by  the  thousands,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  whom  no  provision  is  being 
made? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  was  my  purpose  to 
take  care  of  the  problem  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska  has  in  mind  by  an  amend¬ 
ment  I  have  offered  to  the  bill.  It  was 
submitted  and  has  been  printed  over  the 
week  end. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  the  amendment 
printed  and  lying  on  the  desk  now? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  How  is  it  designated? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  designated  “4- 
27-51 — A.”  It  reads  as  follows: 

Sec.  — .  Any  person,  including  the  owner, 
operator,  pilot,  master,  commanding  officer, 
agent,  or  consignee  of  any  means  of  trans¬ 
portation,  who — 

(1)  brings  into  or  lands  in  the  United 
States,  by  any  means  of  transportation  or 
otherwise,  or  attempts,  by  himself  or  through 
another,  to  bring  into  or  land  in  the  United 
States,  by  any  means  of  transportation  or 
otherwise;  or 

(2)  conceals  or  harbors,  or  attempts  to 
conceal  or  harbor  in  any  place,  including  any 
building,  or  any  means  of  transportation,  any 
alien,  including  an  alien  crewman,  not  duly 
admitted  by  an  immigration  officer  or  not 
lawfully  entitled  to  enter  or  to  reside  within 
the  United  States  under  the  terms  of  this 
act  or  any  other  law  relating  to  the  immigra¬ 
tion  or  expulsion  of  aliens, 

shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony — 

That  may  be  a  little  too  severe,  but  it 
is  necessary  to  reach  them. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  a  pretty  stiff 
penalty. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  must  stop  the  hir¬ 
ing  of  wetbacks.  I  continue  to  read  the 
amendment — 

and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  pun¬ 
ished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $2,000  and  by 
imprisonment  for  a  term  not  exceeding  5 
years  for  each  alien  in  respect  to  whom  any 
violation  of  this  section  occurs. 

Of  course,  it  must  be  done  knowingly. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  May  I  ask  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  if  it  is  not  a  fact 
that  the  amendment  he  has  just  read  is 
almost  a  verbatim  copy  of  the  Senate 
bill  I  introduced  on  April  26,  numbered 
S.  1391? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No.  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  had  in  mind  to  do 
exactly  what  I  have  in  mind  to  do  with 
my  amendment,  but  I  do  not  believe  the 
Senator’s  bill  does  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  heard  it  read.  I 
did  not  check  it,  but  it  sounds  as  if  it 
were  the  same  as  the  bill  I  introduced. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  yield,  let 
me  say  that  I  did  not  know  that  amend¬ 
ment  had  been  submitted,  but  it  seems  to 
me  we  cannot  separate  the  question  of 
imposing  penalties  upon  those  who  em¬ 
ploy  this  type  of  labor  and  exploit  them 
from  the  question  as  to  the  agreement  by 
means  of  which  more  Mexican  laborers 
will  be  brought  into  the  United  States.  I 
do  not  see  why  in  the  agreement  that  is 
proposed  to  be  made  there  is  no  provi¬ 
sion  for  the  imposition  of  some  sort  of 
penalty  on  the  employer  who  not  only 


hires  the  labor,  but  who  may  also  exploit 
the  labor  which  is  in  the  United  States 
illegally.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  bill  is  to  deal  with  the  entire 
subject. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  yield,  let 
me  say  that  I  am  in  entire  agreement 
with  the  Senator  from  Nebraska.  The 
reason  why  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  did  not  go  into  that 
matter  was  that  in  doing  so  the  commit¬ 
tee  would  invade  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  has  just  said  that  in  order  to  make 
sure  that  the  proper  penalty  is  imposed, 
we  should  make  such  action. a  felony. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  sure  what  the  penalty  should  be; 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  if  in  connection 
with  the  proposed  legislation  we  deal 
only  with  laborers  who  are  legally  in 
this  country,  we  do  not  strike  at  the  root 
of  the  problem.  It  seems  to  me  that  we 
must  also  take  action  in  regard  to  those 
who  are  here  illegally. 

Of  course  I  wish  it  understood  that  I 
am  in  favor  of  the  imported  labor  if  it 
is  needed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
inquire  at  this  point  whether  I  correctly 
understand  the  Senator  from  Nebraska 
to  say  that  he  prefers  the  imported  labor 
to  American  labor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  No;  I  favor  the 
American  agricultural  labor  if  it  is 
available  in  the  United  States;  but  if 
the  need  for  Mexican  labor  can  be  es¬ 
tablished,  I  am  in  favor  of  importing  it. 
However,  I  say  that  in  this  measure 
there  is  nothing  which  would  correct  the 
problem  which  is  at  the  root  of  the  en¬ 
tire  difficulty.  It  seems  to  me  that  un¬ 
less  we  take  action  to  prevent  the  con¬ 
tinued  exploitation  of  the  so-called 
wetbacks  and  others  who  are  illegally 
in  the  United  States,  we  are  not  striking 
at  the  real  problem  which  we  are  trying 
to  solve  by  means  of  this  measure.  Does 
the  Senator  agree  with  me  as  to  that? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  that,  so  far  as  the  wetbacks  are 
concerned. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  let  me 
state  what  will  happen.  If  probably 
millions  of  such  laborers  enter  this 
country  illegally,  the  result  will  be  to 
saturate  the  labor  market  or  to  overload 
it  worse  than  ever;  and  in  that  case  the 
problem  the  committee  is  trying  to  solve 
will  not  be  solved. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  that  unless  this  bill  is  enacted 
into  law,  it  will  be  impossible  for  farm¬ 
ers  in  Arkansas  or  in  Nebraska,  let  us 
say,  to  contract  for  any  of  this  labor 
legally. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  because  the 
present  agreement  terminates  in  June; 
does  it  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  it  terminates 
on  June  30. 

In  other  words,  unless  this  measure  is 
enacted  into  law,  after  June  30  there 
will  be  no  possibility  for  the  farmers  in 
Mississippi,  as  an  example,  to  obtain  la¬ 
bor  that  is  so  badly  needed  for  the  har¬ 
vesting  of  their  cotton  crop,  for  it  will  be 
impossible  for  those  farmers  to  make 
contracts  with  Mexican  laborers. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  this  bill 
can  be  passed  in  10  minutes.  I  want  it 
to  be  passed,  but  I  want  it  to  be  passed 
with  dignity.  I  want  it  to  be  passed  in 
such  a  form  that,  first,  we  shall  insure 
that  American  labor  will  be  protected. 
If  American  labor  is  not  available  for 
the  agricultural  purposes  the  authors  of 
the  bill  have  in  mind,  then  I  shall  be 
perfectly  willing  to  have  foreign  labor 
imported.  However,  if  the  bill  is  passed, 
we  wish  to  be  certain  that  it  will  solve 
the  problem,  at  least  in  part,  rather  than 
make  it  worse.  After  all,  there  will  be 
so  many  Mexican  laborers  legally  in  the 
United  States  and  so  many  Mexican 
laborers  illegally  in  the  United  States; 
they  go  together.  In  acting  on  this 
measure,  we  have  to  deal  both  with  those 
who  are  legally  in  the  United  States  and 
those  who  are  illegally  in  the  United 
States,  as  migrating  Mexican  agricul¬ 
tural  workers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
will  yield  further,  let  me  say  that  I  know 
he  does  not  wish  to  be  unfair.  I  did  not 
interrupt  him  when  he  read  many  of  the 
telegrams  which  he  has  received  from 
those  who  oppose  this  bill. 

Mi'.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course,  I  have  had 
the  floor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  but  I  did  not 
interrupt  the  Senator  in  order  to  correct 
him  every  time  he  read  a  letter  which 
incorrectly  interpreted  provisions  of  the 
bill. 

In  this  connection,  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  refer  the  Senator  to  section  503 
of  the  bill,  which  contains  the  following 
provision : 

No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall 
he  available  for  employment  in  any  area 
unless  the  Director  of  State  Employment 
Security — 

And  an  amendment  is  pending  which 
would  change  those  words  to  “the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor” - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  that  is  a  good 
amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  section  con¬ 
tinues — 

for  such  area  has  determined  and  certified 
that  (1)  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are 
able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available 
at  the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform 
the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to  be 
employ'd,  and  (2)  the  employment  of  such 
workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages 
and  working  conditions  of  domestic  agricul¬ 
tural  workers  similarly  employed. 

Surely,  Mr.  President,  if  the  adminis¬ 
trator  of  this  measure  does  his  duty 
American  farm  workers  will  be  protected. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  this  bill  should  be 
enacted  would  any  penalty  be  imposed 
upon  an  employer  in  case  such  Mexican 
laborers  who  enter  this  country  fail  to 
return  to  Mexico  when  their  contract  of 
employment  is  terminated? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  At  the  present  time 
such  laborers  are  required  to  return  to 
Mexico. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  what  penalty 
does  the  bill  provide  in  case  they  do  not 
return  to  Mexico? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  are  supposed 
to  be  returned  to  Mexico  in  compliance 
with  the  law. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  I  understand  that;  I 
realize  that  it  is  supposed  to  be  done;  but, 
the  fact  is  that  it  is  not  done. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Oh,  yes;  it  is. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  mean  to  say  that  it 
is  not  done  as  to  many  of  them. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  greater  portion 
of  those  who  are  legally  in  the  United 
States  and  are  employed  under  contract, 
return  to  Mexico. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  that  is  true. 
However,  this  bill  does  not  contain  a 
penalty  provision  which  will  insure  that 
those  workers  do  return  to  Mexico. 

Let  me  say  that  I  suppose  I  am  not  ap¬ 
proaching  this  matter  from  the  angle 
from  which  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  is  approaching  it.  In 
other  words,  in  my  State  there  are  cer¬ 
tain  types  of  cultivation  for  which  Mexi¬ 
can  labor  is  needed.  The  other  day  I  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  herding  of  sheep,  and  so 
forth,  for  which  we  need  Mexican  labor; 
and  of  course  we  also  have  to  depend 
on  such  labor  in  connection  with  the 
growing  and  harvesting  of  sugar  beets, 
unless  machines  which  will  take  the 
place  of  hand  labor  are  finally  developed. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the  need 
for  the  labor  must  be  shown;  I  am  in 
favor  of  having  this  matter  handled  in 
the  way  in  which  it  should  be  handled. 
The  point  which  arises  in  my  mind  is 
that  this  bill  does  not  contain  provision 
for  the  imposition  of  penalties  in  case 
such  laborers  who  are  legally  in  the 
United  States  do  not  return  to  Mexico 
following  the  termination  of  their  con¬ 
tracts  of  employment. 

I  also  point  out  that  the  bill  does  not 
provide  for  a  penalty  in  the  case  of  the 
wetbacks  who  illegally  enter  this  coun¬ 
try  by  the  hundreds  of  thousands. 

Does  the  Senator  agree  with  me  that 
if  we  are  to  enter  into  a  new  treaty  or 
agreement  with  Mexico  in  connection 
with  this  question,  not  only  should  some 
provision  be  made  with  regard  to  the 
return  to  Mexico  of  those  who  are  legally 
in  the  United  States,  but  also  some  pro¬ 
vision  should  be  made  in  the  way  of  pro¬ 
tection  against  the  exploitation  of  those 
who  are  illegally  in  our  country? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
I  understand  what  the  Senator  has  in 
mind.  If  we  are  to  enter  into  a  new 
agreement  with  Mexico,  one  which  neces¬ 
sitates  national  legislation,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  question  of  certification 
should  be  handled  in  such  a  way  that  it 
will  be  national  in  scope,  and  will  not  be 
handled  on  the  basis  of  individual  States, 
either  in  my  State  or  in  any  other  State, 
for  in  the  latter  case  there  would  be  48 
different  provisions  in  regard  to  how 
such  workers  should  be  imported. 

If  the  proposed  legislation  is  so  im¬ 
portant — and  I  think  it  is,  and  I  wish  to 
cooperate  and  help  in  connection  with 
it — certainly  the  treatment  should  be 
national  in  scope,  and  there  should  be 
national  certification  as  to  the  imported 
labor  and  as  to  the  need  for  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  yield, 
let  me  say,  as  I  have  already  indicated, 
there  are  several  amendments  on  that 
point,  and  it  is  possible  that  one  of  them 
will  be  agreed  to.  I  do  not  know  what 


the  Senate  will  do  in  that  connection,  of 
course;  but,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I 
have  no  serious  objection  to  having  cer¬ 
tification  made  on  a  national  basis. 

My  distinguished  friend  from  Nebras¬ 
ka  has  referred  to  the  question  of  penal¬ 
ties.  Mr.  President,  if  the  employer  were 
in  a  position  to  hold  a  Mexican  laborer 
it  would  be  an  easy  matter  for  the  em¬ 
ployer  to  control  him.  However,  there  is 
nothing  to  stop  a  Mexican  from  leaving 
his  employment  a  day  or  so  after  he  be¬ 
gins  it.  He  cannot  be  held  in  bondage 
by  his  employer. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Of  course,  that  is 
true. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Since  the  employer 
has  no  control  over  his  Mexican  laborers, 
why  should  we  impose  a  penalty  upon 
him?  Certainly  we  should  not  penalize 
him  for  committing  an  offense  over 
which  he  has  no  control. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield,  so  that  I  may  pro¬ 
pound  another  question? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  On  page  5  of  the  bill, 
beginning  in  line  1,  after  the  word  “but,” 
the  following  words  appear;  “notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  law  or 
regulation,  no  penalty  bond  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  which  imposes  liability  upon  any 
person  for  the  failure  of  any  such  worker 
to  depart  from  the  United  States  upon 
termination  of  employment.” 

I  remember  that  it  was  the  Senator 
from  Arkansas  [Mr.  McClellan],  I  be¬ 
lieve,  who  introduced  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion,  which  I  supported,  which  I  think 
probably  was  in  line  with  the  provision 
of  the  bill  I  have  just  read. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  At  that  time  I  was 
not  acquainted  with  the  fact  that  there 
were  500,000  wetbacks  in  this  country. 
From  statements  which  have  been  made 
on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  today,  per¬ 
haps  we  had  as  well  used  the  figure  of 
1,000,000,  because  the  Senator  did  not 
know  the  number  of  them. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  There  are  also  Mex¬ 
ican  laborers  who  are  in  the  country 
illegally,  who  were  brought  in  originally 
under  contract,  perhaps.  I  realize  it  is 
impossible  physically  to  hold  someone 
who  comes  in  under  contract  to  work,  if 
he  does  not  want  to  stay.  But  some¬ 
where  there  ought  to  be  authority  on 
the  part  of  the  Immigration  Service  to 
check  on  those  who  are  in  the  United 
States  illegally,  including  persons  who 
were  brought  in  legally,  who  have  not 
returned  to  Mexico,  and  who  are  there¬ 
fore  in  the  country  illegally.  There 
ought  to  be  some  restraint  put  upon 
those  persons.  There  ought  to  be  some 
restriction  placed  on  the  wetbacks  who 
are  in  the  United  States,  and  who  now 
number  hundreds  of  thousands.  That 
is  the  point  about  which  I  am  asking. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  merely  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  enforcing  our  present  laws. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  legislation  is  al¬ 
ready  on  the  books,  is  it? 
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Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  it  is  the  law, 
and  it  prohibits  them  from  coming  into 
the  United  States.  There  can  be  no 
question  about  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  the  law  is  not 
being  enforced.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  it  is  being  en¬ 
forced. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Then  why  do  we  find 
500,000  of  them  in  the  country  now? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Five  hundred  thou¬ 
sand  of  them  were  arrested  last  year. 
There  is  statutory  authority  to  enforce 
their  return  to  Mexico.  The  difficulty 
is  due  to  the  fact  that  there  are  not  a 
sufficient  number  of  enforcement  officers 
to  properly  patrol  the  border  between  us 
and  Mexico. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Apparently  there  is 
not  the  authority,  otherwise  there  would 
not  be  a  million  wetbacks  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course,  it  is  a 
difficult  problem  to  achieve  100  percent 
compliance  with  the  law.  There  can  be 
no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  We  do  not  know 
whether  the  authorities  have  returned  all 
those  who  came  in  legally.  I  know  that 
applications  have  come  into  my  office 
from  persons  who  are  in  the  country  il¬ 
legally,  who  want  an  extension  of  the 
terms  of  their  employment  for  a  matter 
of  months  or  even  of  years,  in  order  that 
they  may  remain  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  evidence  pro¬ 
duced  at  the  conference  held  in  Mexico 
City  showed  there  were  approximately 
30,000  Mexicans  in  this  country  at  that 
time  who  had  entered  legally,  but  whose 
contracts  had  expired. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator  know 
how  many  of  those  contract  laborers  re¬ 
turned  to  Mexico?  Is  there  not  some 
way  by  which  the  number  can  be 
checked?  It  seems  to  be  very  simple. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  said,  I  under¬ 
stand  there  are  30,000  of  them  in  the 
country  now. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is,  illegally? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No ;  persons  who  en¬ 
tered  legally,  but  whose  contracts  have 
expired.  These  laborers  are  not  wet¬ 
backs. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Then  they  are  in  this 
country  illegally. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Under  the  pending 
bill,  if  the  Mexican  Government  agrees 
that  these  Mexicans  may  be  recontracted, 
it  can  be  done. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  the  difference 
between  a  Mexican  laborer  who  is  here 
illegally,  having  come  in  under  contract, 
which  has  now  expired,  and  a  wetback? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  wetback  swims 
the  river.  He  comes  in  illegally,  whereas 
the  others  come  in  under  contract. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  A  Mexican  laborer 
who  remains  in  this  country  after  his 
contract  has  expired  is  as  illegally  here, 
is  he  not,  as  one  who  swims  the  river? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  many  cases  the 
right  to  recontract  is  extended  for  2  or 
3  weeks,  and  it  may  be  a  month  or  so  be¬ 
fore  the  contract  can  again  be  com¬ 
pleted. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  complaining 
of  that,  but  the  facts  are,  neverthe¬ 
less,  that  there  are  those  who  remain  in 
this  country  for  months  and  months. 


and  even  for  years  and  years,  after  hav¬ 
ing  been  brought  into  the  United  States 
legally,  but  who  are  now  .staying  in  the 
country  illegally.  , 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  were  brought 
in  under  contract.  The  contract  be¬ 
tween  the  employer  and  workers  from 
Mexico  provides: 

The  employer  shall,  after  the  expiration 
of  the  contract,  return  the  worker  to  the 
point  of  contracting  in  Mexico,  as  promptly 
as  possible,  except  as  otherwise  provided  in 
article  _  30  of  the  International  Executive 
Agreement,  but  in  no  event  later  than  15 
days.  While  waiting  for  return  transporta¬ 
tion,  the  worker  shall  be  furnished  subsist¬ 
ence  at  the  expense  of  the  employer. 

It  is  natural  to  assume  that  every  em¬ 
ployer  is  going  to  return  the  Mexican 
worker  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  But  do  the  employers 
return  them? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Then  does  the  Sena¬ 
tor  think  that  none  of  the  labor  of  this 
type  is  exploited  in  this  country? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  The  question 
of  labor  exploitation  which  was  described 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  had  reference  to  the  wetbacks. 
Those  Mexicans  accept  work  on  almost 
any  terms  offered  by  the  employer,  be¬ 
cause  of  the  fact  that  they  are  in  this 
country  illegally.  I  am  firmly  of  the 
belief  that  unless  this  bill  is  passed,  the 
employer  in  this  country  will  be  unable 
to  contract  them,  because  the  Mexican 
Government  has  absolutely  turned 
thumbs  down  on  any  future  contract 
unless  legislation  of  this  character  is 
enacted. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  there  any  penalty 
on  the  wetback’s  returning  to  Mexico? 
Are  the  doors  of  Mexico  open  to  him, 
after  he  has  once  left  the  country 
illegally? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  such  a  case  the 
Mexican  is  supposed  to  be  punished  by 
the  Mexican  Government. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  there  any  fear  of 
that  on  the  part  of  the  returning  Mex¬ 
ican? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  do  not  believe 
so,  but  there  is  a  law  in  Mexico,  enacted 
2  years  ago,  as  I  recall,  which  provides 
very  severe  penalties  in  the  case  of  per¬ 
sons  who  leave  Mexico  illegally,  and  who 
are  later  returned  to  Mexico  through 
our  immigration  authorities. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Probably  that  is  why 
they  leave. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  the  informa¬ 
tion  we  received  in  Mexico  was  that  the 
Mexican  Government  does  not  enforce 
that  law  to  any  great  extent. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  will  permit,  as  I  say,  I  am 
in  favor  of  importing  what  labor  we  need, 
provided  it  is  done  legally.  We  must 
have  labor  of  this  kind  in  Nebraska;  but 
it  seems  to  me  that  in  legalizing  the 
entry  of  a  few  thousand  laborers  who 
are  to  be  brought  in  under  contract,  we 
still  are  not  reaching  the  crux  of  the 
whole  problem.  Why  cannot  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  and  Agricultural  Committees  get 
together  and  bring  before  the  Senate  the 
kind  of  legislation  which  is  needed,  so 
that  it  may  be  dealt  with  in  one  bill?  I 
see  no  reason  for  dealing  with  it  in  sep¬ 
arate  bills. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  say  to  my 
good  friend  from  Nebraska  that  in  the 
last  Congress  an  omnibus  bill  was  in¬ 
troduced  and  referred  to  the  Judiciary 
Committee  that  touched  on  this  problem 
in  part,  but  the  bill  was  not  acted  upon. 
The  same  bill  was  reintroduced  this  year. 
I  thought  the  bill  would  receive  the  same 
treatment  that  it  received  in  the  last 
session,  and  for  that  reason  I  introduced 
a  separate  bill  which  deals  merely  with 
this  subject.  I  hope  that  bill  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Judiciary  Committee  at 
an  early  date,  and  that  it  will  be  enacted 
into  law. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  we  are 
now  considering  legislation  which  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  needed.  The  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  tells  us  that  other  legislation  is 
needed  to  take  care  of  wetbacks.  That 
is  agreed.  So  what  is  the  objection  to 
taking  care  of  them  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  what  I  am 
asking. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  easy.  The 
Senate  has  the  subject  before  it. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
able  Senator  whether  the  wetbacks  are 
not  in  this  country  illegally,  and  wheth¬ 
er  the  immigration  authorities  do  not 
have  full  power  to  deal  with  any  person 
who  is  within  the  United  States  ille¬ 
gally?  We  may  legislate  as  much  as  we 
desire,  but  we  are  never  going  to  enact 
legislation  which  will  prevent  a  wet¬ 
back  from  swimming  across  the  river  into 
this  country  and  then  later  swimming 
back  to  his  own  country.  The  Senator 
knows  that  to  be  a  fact,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  order  to  show  the 
Senator  how  it  actually  works  out,  let 
me  say  that  many  years  ago,  during  pro¬ 
hibition  days,  I  happened  to  be  in  a 
Federal  court  when  Judge  Neblett,  who 
died  about  4  or  5  months  ago,  was  sen¬ 
tencing  a  Mexican  woman  immigrant. 
She  could  not  speak  English,  so  the 
judge  said  to  me,  “Mr.  Chavez,  come 
over  here  and  interpret.”  Senators 
know  how  judges  are.  He  asked  the 
woman,  “Have  you  anything  you  want 
to  say?”  She  said,  “No.”  Finally,  the 
judge  said  he  was  going  to  send  her  to 
the  Federal  reformatory  for  women,  at 
Alderson,  W.  Va.,  and  he  sentenced  her 
to  2  years.  After  he  had  imposed  sen¬ 
tence,  she,  speaking  to  me  in  Spanish, 
said,  “Will  you  kindly  ask  the  judge  if 
I  can  make  a  little  statement?”  The 
judge  gave  her  permission  to  speak.  She 
said,  “I  want  to  thank  the  judge  for 
being  so  kind  to  me,  in  giving  me  2  years, 
but  I  would  have  been  more  grateful  if 
he  had  given  me  5  years.”  She  said, 
“I  should  have  preferred  to  remain  in 
the  reformatory  for  women  in  West  Vir¬ 
ginia  5  years,  rather  than  be  sent  back 
to  Mexico  at  the  end  of  2  years.”  That 
is  the  way  many  of  them  feel.  They 
want  to  be  able  at  least  to  get  something 
to  eat,  and  that  is  why  they  are  willing 
to  work  for  60  or  70  cents  a  day.  It  is 
a  pernicious  system.  But  we  cannot 
blame  them.  They  are  hungry.  Sixty 
cents  a  day  is  a  large  sum  of  money  in 
old  Mexico. 
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It  is  quite  a  problem  throughout  the 
Southwest,  as  to  how  to  deal  with  the 
situation.  But  we  must  face  it.  Sena¬ 
tors  heard  read  a  telegram  from  the 
head  of  a  veterans’  organization  in  Cor¬ 
pus  Christi,  Tex.,  a  man  representing 
about  50,000  Texas  boys  of  Mexican 
origin,  who  complain  that  they  cannot 
compete  with  this  class  of  labor.  They 
are  unable  to  feed  their  families.  I  ask . 
Senators,  do  they  deserve  protection? 
This  situation  exists  in  my  State,  in  the 
case  of  people  whose  ancestors  have 
lived  there  for  generations,  perhaps  for 
400  years,  people  who  now  have  sons 
fighting  in  the  United  States  Army,  not 
the  Mexican  Army,  but  the  United  States 
Army,  the  Marine  Corps,  and  the  Navy. 
Because  they  have  to  compete  with  this 
kind  of  competition,  they  have  to  leave 
home  and  family  to  try  to  get  a  piece 
of  work  in  Nebraska  or,  possibly,  in 
Wyoming.  So  the  situation  is  serious. 
It  will  not  only  affect  the  American  way 
of  life  unless  something  is  done  about 
it,  but  it  will  affect  American  labor, 
American  standards  of  living,  and  Amer¬ 
ican  health.  How  can  we  look  after 
500,000  wetbacks,  so  far  as  the  health 
laws  are  concerned?  If  they  can  beat 
the  immigration  laws,  it  is  easy  to  beat 
the  health  laws.  That  is  very  dangerous. 
It  is  a  problem  of  the  Southwest.  I  want 
Senators  seriously  to  consider  that  fact, 
and  to  realize  that  it  is  a  matter  which 
affects  everyone. 

I  stated  a  little  while  ago  that  we  had 
spent  $120,000,00(1  to  combat  the  foot- 
and-mouth  disease,  but  we  let  into  the 
country  possibly  a  million  wetbacks,  the 
result  of  which  is  worse  than  the  disease 
which  I  mentioned. 

Mr.  President,  in  its  April  9  issue,  Time 
magazine  dealt  with  the  problem,  and 
Newsweek,  in  its  April  16  issue,  contained 
an  article  about  the  Woeful  Wetbacks. 
The  Washington  Post  carried  an  edi¬ 
torial  on  April  9,  deploring,  “the  influx 
of  aliens  willing  to  work  for  wages  that 
are  indecently  low  according  to  Ameri¬ 
can  standards.” 

What  do  we  hope  for?  What  do  we 
dream?  With  world  conditions  as  they 
are,  we  tell  the  rest  of  the  world  to  help 
save  democracy.  We  sermonize  to  the 
entire  world,  yet  we  are  willing  to  un¬ 
dermine  democracy  by  importing  labor 
without  proper  protection  for  American 
labor. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  sympathetic  with 
the  Senator’s  views  in  connection  with 
this  matter,  as  I  think  he  knows.  I 
should  like  to  have  the  Senator’s  view, 
because  he  comes  from  a  State  where 
the  problem  exists. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  This  is  not  easy  for  me. 
The  position  I  take  is  probably  not  even 
good  politics,  but  it  is  American,  and 
that  is  enough. 

Mr.  CORDON.  My  question  goes  to 
this  proposition:  The  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion,  as  reported  by  the  committee,  pro¬ 
vides  for  orderly  entrance  into  this  coun¬ 
try  of  Mexican  nationals  for  specified 
periods  of  time,  and  under  as  much  con¬ 
trol,  perhaps,  as  we  can  apply,  but  with 
the  added  value  to  the  laborers  of  their 


being  here  legally,  and,  therefore,  being 
in  position  to  bargain  with  then  em¬ 
ployers  for  a  higher  rate  of  wages  than 
they  could  obtain  as  fly-by-nights  or 
wetbacks.  In  the  Senator’s  view,  would 
the  enactment  of  the  bill,  as  reported, 
in  itself  have  a  tendency  to  lessen  the 
influx  of  Mexican  laborers  who  come  in 
illegally,  and  who,  because  of  that  fact, 
are  discriminated  against  in  the  wage 
field? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  approaching  the  subject 
in  the  correct  way.  I  do  not  have  any 
objection  at  all  to  making  foreign  labor 
available  to  American  farmers.  I  want 
to  help  them,  but,  in  helping  them,  I 
want  to  consider  the  effects  of  that  as¬ 
sistance  on  the  entire  social  and  politi¬ 
cal  structure.  I  think  the  approach  sug¬ 
gested  is  good.  The  only  difficulty  is 
that  it  does  not  take  care  of  the  problem 
in  the  way  it  is  intended  it  should  be 
handled. 

I  do  not  like  to  have  a  bill  passed 
which  would  show  preference  to  any 
foreigners - 

Mr.  CORDON.  Nor  do  I. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No  matter  how  I  feel 
toward  them.  I  have  devoted  16  years 
to  helping  them,  from  the  border  to  Pan¬ 
ama  City,  and  all  through  the  Republic 
of  Mexico.  I  want  to  get  along  with 
them,  and  I  do  get  along  with  them.  But 
we  may  as  well  make  up  our  minds  that 
any  piece  of  legislation  on  this  subject 
should  at  least  provide  that  if  only  one 
laborer  is  available,  and  he  is  an  Ameri¬ 
can  citizen,  he  should  not  be  discrimi¬ 
nated  against  merely  because  someone 
might  get  an  advantage  by  bringing  in 
labor  from  the  outside. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  in  entire  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  in  that  respect.  I  am  rather  in¬ 
clined  to  think  that  the  requirement  in 
the  bill  is  about  as  stringent  and  strong 
as  we  could  make  it,  if  we  are  to  expect, 
to  get  compliance.  The  thought  comes 
to  me  that  it  is  humanly  impossible  for 
any  administrative  officer  ever  to  be  able 
honestly  to  certify  that  there  does  not 
exist  in  the  United  States  an  individual 
who  is  available  for  labor.  Would  the 
Senator  permit  me  to  embroider  that 
statement  a  little  bit? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly. 

Mr.  CORDON.  It  seems  to  me  there 
must  be  a  rule  of  reason  somewhere  that 
would  permit  of  an  administrative  officer 
making  a  finding  based  upon  the  best 
evidence  obtainable.  If  we  have  done 
that,  then  until  such  time  as  we  emerge 
entirely  from  this  period  of  emergency 
and  can  develop  a  coordinated  program 
of  aid  to  domestic  agricultural  labor,  so 
that  we  may  provide  it  with  information 
as  to  seasonal  opportunities  here,  there, 
and  yonder  over  the  Nation - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  the  point. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Until  we  have  done 
that,  it  is  utterly  impossible  for  us  ever 
to  approximate  the  complete  utilization 
of  our  domestic  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  I  hap¬ 
pen  to  handle  the  appropriation  bill  for 
Federal  Security  and  the  Department  of 
Labor.  We  appropriate  millions  of  dol¬ 


lars  every  year  for  the  Employment  Bu¬ 
reau  in  that  particular  region  of  Federal 
activity.  A  short  time  ago  Mr.  Goodwin, 
in  the  hearings,  justified  the  item  con¬ 
cerning  farm  labor.  Of  course,  I  was 
interested  in  the  labor  proposition,  in¬ 
cluding  farm  labor,  because  I  knew  that 
this  bill  was  coming  up.  I  read  from  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Goodwin: 

Senator  Chavez.  Yes.  Now  to  some  extent 
your  work  is  concerned  with  farm  laborers: 
Is  it  not? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  a  very  important 
partT  of  our  job. 

Senator  Chavez.  Of  course  it  is  important, 
but  what  are  you  doing — what  is  the  agency 
doing  in  order  to  get  American  labor  to  those 
spots?  I  am  talking  about  American  labor 
now. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  In  the  farm  program  we  are 
putting  all  of  the  emphasis  we  can  on  the 
utilization  of  domestic  labor.  We  are  trying 
to  get  it  transferred  from  one  place  to  an¬ 
other;  that  is,  where  it  is  available  in  one 
place,  and  needed  some  place  else. 

Senator  Chavez.  What  are  you  doing  about 
the  Indians?  They  can  get  killed  on  Okina¬ 
wa  or  raise  a  flag  on  Iwo  J\ma,  but  what  are 
you  doing  to  get  them  a  job  on  a  farm? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  The  Indians? 

Senator  Chavez.  Yes. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  We  have  worked  out  pro¬ 
grams  with  the  Indian  Service  for  the  use  of 
the  Indians. 

Here  is  the  agency  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  has  to  do  with  taking 
care  of  unemployment,  but  it  has  not 
investigated  that  source  of  supply.  It  is 
a  large  source  of  supply.  There  has  not 
been  sufficient  study.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  there  has  been  complete  neglect  in 
connection  with  investigating  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  American  labor  even  for 
farmers. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  recalls,  I 
am  sure,  the  appropriation  made  last 
year  and  the  year  before  for  the  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs,  for'  the  purpose  of  aid¬ 
ing  in  the  placement  of  Indian  labor, 
particularly  agricultural  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CORDON.  At  that  time,  as  I  re¬ 
call,  the  committee  had  assurance,  after 
close  liaison  between  the  service  of  the 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  and  the  Depart- 
men  of  Labor’s  employment  service, 
which  appeared  to  me  to  offer  promise, 
at  least,  of  active  effort  on  the  part  of 
both  bureaus  in  that  particular  field. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  only  difficulty  that 
I  have  with  the  idea  is  that  I  do  not  like 
to  have  Indians  treated  as  separate  sub- 

j 

Mr.  CORDON.  Neither  do  I. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  like  to  see  an  employ¬ 
ment  bureau  treat  an  Indian  as  just  an¬ 
other  American.  If  it  is  necessary  for 
him  to  work,  he  should  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  so.  Our  country  has  be¬ 
come  great  through  hard  labor  on  the 
part  of  its  citizens.  I  know  the  history 
of  the  State  of  North  Dakota.  I  know 
that  in  the  early  days  the  pioneers  who 
went  there  had  to  work  very  hard.  That 
is  all  the  Indian  wants  to  do.  Instead 
of  isolating  him,  putting  him  under  the 
control  of  the  Indian  Bureau,  and  let¬ 
ting  him  be  treated  as  the  Indian  Bureau 
desires  to  treat  him,  namely,  as  a  ward. 
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he  should  be  treated  as  a  human  being, 
and  as  any  other  American  is  treated. 
If  he  cannot  earn  more  than  $3  a  day, 
that  is  too  bad;  but  at  least  he  should  be 
given  an  opportunity,  in  the  same  way 
that  other  Americans  are  given  an  op¬ 
portunity.  The  Indian  does  not  want 
anyone  to  feel  sorry  for  him.  I  do  not 
like  charity  for  an  Indian.  I  want  the 
Indian  to  be  entitled  to  his  rights,  pure 
and  simple,  and  nothing  else.  If  we 
leave  him  entirely  to  the  Indian  Bureau, 
the  poor  Indian  will  have  to  turn  to  the 
east  and  say  “Allah.”  I  do  not  like 
that  at  all. 

Mr.  Goodwin,  testifying  before  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations,  proved 
conclusively,  in  my  opinion,  that  much 
of  the  farm  labor  of  this  country  has  not 
been  looked  into,  including  Mr.  Indian. 
I  do  not  even  like  to  refer  to  him  as 
Mr.  Indian.  I  do  not  like  to  see  an 
amendment  introduced  which  in  effect 
says,  “Be  good  to  the  Indian.”  As  an 
American,  he  is  entitled  to  everything 
that  any  other  American  is  entitled  to. 
[We  do  not  want  anyone  to  be  sorry  for 
the  Indian.  We  want  him  to  be  subject 
to  law.  That  is  what  Mr.  Indian  wants. 
That  is  what  the  Puerto  Rican  wants. 
What  is  the  use  of  adding  to  the  bill  an 
amendment  which  says,  “Take  care  of 
and  be  nice  to  the  Puerto  Rican  and 
the  Indian”?  Give  them  fair  play.  Let 
us  say  that  we  will  be  nice  to  all  Ameri¬ 
cans,  including  the  Puerto  Ricans  and 
the  Indians.  That  is  all  we  expect  of 
the  bill.  We  are  willing  to  cooperate 
along  the  lines  suggested  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon,  and  what  I  know  are  the 
ideas  of  my  good  friend  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  EllenderI. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  If  the  bill  as  reported 
by  the  committee  is  enacted,  and  receiv¬ 
ing  points  are  established  along  the 
American-Mexican  border,  would  the 
fact  that  labor  was  made  available  at 
such  points  to  employers  in  agriculture 
along  the  border,  where  at  the  present 
time  the  wetback  problem  is  prevalent, 
aid  in  combating  the  problem,  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  an  employer  of  a  large 
amount  of  labor  in  that  area,  who  did 
not  go  to  such  a  center  to  receive  his  em¬ 
ployees,  would,  as  a  result,  have  a  little 
closer  scrutiny  by  immigration  officers 
than  if  he  had  obtained  his  full  quota  of 
employees  in  the  way  provided  by  the 

bin? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  that  is  another 
bad  feature  of  the  bill.  The  bill  is  sec¬ 
tional  in  its  application.  I  like  legisla¬ 
tion  which  affects  all  States.  The  only 
one  who  would  get  any  advantage  from 
the  bill  is  the  employer  who  is  close  to 
the  wetback. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  further  ? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  If  the  bill  should  be 
amended,  as  I  hope  it  will  be  amended, 
so  as  to  provide  an  equitable  distribution 
of  workers  from  Mexico,  so  far  as  distant 
areas  are  concerned,  those  which  are 
from  500  to  2,500  miles  from  the  Mexican 
border - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  confront  diffi¬ 
culties. 


Mr.  CORDON.  Yes.  Would  those 
areas  have  to  any  appreciable  extent  in 
their  employ  any  natives  of  Mexico  who 
came  in  illegally?  As  I  understand,  the 
problem  of  the  wetback  exists  chiefly 
along  the  border. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes.  I  presume  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  been  to  El 
Paso,  Tex.  El  Paso  is  on  the  border. 
There  are  two  bridges  across  the  Rio 
Grande  at  El  Paso.  All  that  is  necessary 
to  cross  the  border  is  to  pay  a  small  fee. 
I  believe  it  costs  three  Mexican  pennies 
to  cross  from  the  Mexican  side  to  the 
American  side;  It  takes  about  5  minutes 
to  walk  across  the  bridge,  from  one  side 
of  the  river  to  the  other.  Once  the 
Mexicans  have  come  across  the  bridge 
they  scatter  to  other  States.  In  the  case 
of  my  State,  it  is  a  matter  of  walking 
about  a  mile.  At  one  place  a  wetback 
does  not  even  have  to  cross  a  bridge.  He 
can  walk  from  the  Mexican  side  to  New 
Mexican  or  Texas  territory.  The  same 
thing  happens  in  Arizona  and  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  along  the  Big  Bend  of  the 
Rio  Grande,  clear  to  Brownsville,  Tex. 
Naturally  the  ones  who  would  get  the 
benefit  of  the  centers  would  be  the  men 
along  the  border.  If  a  farmer  takes  his 
automobile  across  the  bridge  it  costs  him 
a  quarter.  It  need  not  cost  him  any¬ 
thing,  because  he  can  make  his  arrange¬ 
ments  at  the  border.  However,  if  the 
pear  grower  at  Medford,  Oreg.,  thinks  he 
needs  50  men  to  pick  pears  he  would 
have  to  go  from  Medford,  Oreg.,  to  the 
Mexican  border  to  make  his  arrange¬ 
ments.  In  the  case  of  potatoes  or  wheat, 
the  same  thing  would  hold  true.  The 
grower  would  have  to  go  perhaps  2,500 
miles.  So  in  that  respect  also  the  bill  is 
unfair. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  one  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  THYE.  How  would  the  Senator 
propose  to  amend  the  bill  so  as  to  over¬ 
come  such  specific  weakness  in  it? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  way  to  do  it  is  to 
make  the  bill  applicable  nationally  in 
every  respect. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  is,  is  it  not?  How  can 
we  specifically  legislate  to  deny  a  Mex¬ 
ican  the  right  to  pay  his  3  pennies  to 
walk  across  the  bridge? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  cannot. 

Mr.  THYE.  How  does  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  propose  to  handle  the 
problem?  I  would  like  to  have  him  tell 
us  how  he  proposes  to  handle  the  immi¬ 
gration  question.  / 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  not  talking  about 
the  immigration  question.  I  am  talking 
about  the  actual  and  practical  difficulty 
which  confronts  a  farmer  who  is  2,000 
or  2,500  miles  from  the  border,  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  farmer  who  is  close  to 
the  border.  The  one  who  would  get  the 
real  advantage  would  be  the  man  along 
the  border.  He  could  get  workers  in  a 
hurry  and  at  very  little  cost. 

Mr.  THYE.  For  a  number  of  years 
the  Mexican  worker  has  been  employed 
in  the  onion  fields,  the  sugar-beet  fields, 
and  in  other  types  of  stoop  labor  in  which 
the  average  citizen  of  the  United  States 
would  not  engage.  It  would  be  imma¬ 
terial  whether  such  labor  were  offered  to 
him,  because  he  would  not  take  it.  That 
is  also  true  with  respect  to  potatoes. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  is  true  in  late  June 
in  the  harvesting  of  canning  peas,  in 
which  there  is  a  great  deal  of  hard  work 
involved  in  the  handling  of  the  green 
pea  vines.  It  is  also  true  during  the 
summer  in  the  harvesting  of  sweet  corn. 
It  is  a  slow,  hard  hand  job.  The  average 
American  worker  will  not  turn  to  it  if 
he  can  find  any  other  kind  of  employ¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  understand. 

Mr.  THYE.  So  the  fact  is  that  in  the 
North  in  Iowa,  Minnesota,  and  Wiscon¬ 
sin — I  am  speaking  now  only  of  those 
States  about  which  I  personally  know 
something — one  can  offer  the  worker  any 
price  he  pleases  to  offer.  He  can  offer 
12  cents  a  bushel  to  dig  potatoes,  but  he 
cannot  find  domestic  workers  to  do  the 
job-  He  can  find  Mexican  workers. 

The  same  thing  is  true  with  respect 
to  harvesting  peas  and  harvesting  sweet 
corn.  The  sugar-beet  work  is  an  all- 
season  job.  From  the  time  the  sugar 
beets  are  planted  in  the  spring  they  re¬ 
quire  thinning.  The  Mexican  worker 
is  perfectly  willing  to  do  that  work  and 
very  happy  to  get  the  contract  for  it. 
The  next  process  is  weeding.  Following 
the  weeding  comes  the  fall  harvest.  The 
beet  must  be  first  mechanically  pulled, 
and  then  the  Mexican  tops  the  beet.  In 
other  words,  he  chops  the  green  foliage 
off  the  root.  All  this  is  tedious  work. 
Wq  cannot  find  American  workers  who 
are  willing  to  accept  such  work. 

That  is  the  question  with  which  we  are 
faced  in  the  United  States.  Not  one  of 
us  would  discriminate  against  the  Amer¬ 
ican  worker.  Not  one  of  us  is  willing 
to  legislate  in  such  a  way  as  to  deny  an 
American  man  or  woman  the  opportun¬ 
ity  for  a  job.  But  when  all  is  said  and 
done,  we  have  not  enough  domestic 
workers  to  do  the  work.  We  must  try 
to  provide  labor.  In  World  War  II  we 
had  German  prisoners  all  over  the  United 
States  doing  much  of  that  hand  labor. 
Following  the  return  of  the  German 
prisoners,  we  then  had  to  rely  on  off¬ 
shore  or  imported  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Mexican  was  happy 
to  go  to  Minnesota  and  the  northern  area 
of  the  United  States  to  take  a  job. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Of  course  he  was. 

Mr.  THYE.  If  we  can  find  a  way  to 
amend  the  bill  so  as  to  overcome  the 
Senator’s  fear,  I  am  sure  that  all  of  us 
will  join  with  him.  But  we  cannot  legis¬ 
late  to  fill  all  the  jobs  in  the  United 
States  which  require  agricultural  work¬ 
ers  by  calling  on  domestic  labor,  because 
there  is  not  enough  domestic  labor  to  do 
the  work.  We  must  have  offshore  work¬ 
ers  to  supplement  the  supply  of  domestic 
labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  According  to  some 
statements  which  have  been  inserted  in 
the  record  of  this  discussion  here  are 
plenty  of  Americans  willing  to  do  the 
work.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator  a  ques¬ 
tion.  Of  course  I  know  that  the  average 
American  would  not  want  to  do  stoop 
labor.  He  is  used  ot  different  types  of 
labor.  But  there  are  some  who,  because 
of  necessity,  must  do  it.  They  are  fine 
Americans.  Everything  is  not  rosy  with 
them.  The  Senator  has  been  Governor 
of  his  State,  and  I  am  sure  that  he  has 
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looked  Into  many  of  these  questions. 
Even  during  my  days  in  the  Congress, 
Indians  from  Minnesota  have  told  me 
that  they  could  not  find  work,  even 
when  they  wanted  to  work.  We  felt 
sorry  for  them,  and  appropriated  money 
to  take  care  of  them.  Are  there  not  at 
least  some  citizens  of  that  type  avail¬ 
able  in  Minnesota,  who  would  work  if 
given  an  opportunity? 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Minnesota  Indian 
has  always  had  the  opportunity  to  take  a 
job  wherever  the  job  was  crying  for  the 
man  to  take  it.  Minnesota  Indians  have 
their  own  lumber  industries.  They  have 
their  own  sawmills.  They  have  a  fish¬ 
ery  industry.  They  have  their  own 
fresh  fish  packing  activities. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  And  they  have  beauti¬ 
ful  lakes. 

Mr.  THYE.  Indeed  they  have — more 
than  10,000  of  them.  I  am  advertising 
a  little. 

Nevertheless,  in  spite  of  all  that,  last 
fall,  during  late  October,  when  we  were 
threatened  with  a  freeze,  I  received  a 
great  number  of  calls  from  the  north¬ 
western  section  of  Minnesota  where  po¬ 
tatoes  were  then  being  harvested.  It 
was  late  in  the  year.  The  producer  was 
fearful  that  his  potato  crop  or  sugar- 
beet  crop  would  be  damaged  by  frost,  or 
possibly  buried  by  a  snow  storm. 

I  received  a  great  number  of  calls  from 
producers  in  that  area  begging  for  the 
opportunity  to  set  aside  a  Federal  law. 
Of  course,  a  Federal  law  cannot  be  set 
aside  in  that  manner;  but  they  wanted 
a  certain  provision  of  Federal  law  set 
aside  so  that  school  children  could  have 
the  privilege  of  being  excused  from 
school  for  a  few  days,  to  go  into  the  fields 
and  dig  potatoes  or  help  to  harvest  sugar 
beets.  The  producer  was  willing  to  pay 
almost  any  price  they  might  ask,  in  order 
to  get  the  job  done. 

If  that  situation  existed  last  fall,  be¬ 
fore  the  extremely  critical  manpower 
shortage  which  the  Korean  crisis  has 
brought  about  as  we  have  remobilized, 
what  may  we  anticipate  the  situation  to 
be  this  fall?  Today  the  defense  plants 
are  bidding  for  workers.  Last  fall  they 
were  not  necessarily  bidding  for  workers. 
That  is  the  only  reason  why  I  person¬ 
ally  recognize  that  we  must  take  some 
action  by  way  of  enacting  legislation 
which  will  permit  the  importation  of  off¬ 
shore  workers.  I  am  confident  that  we 
are  not  going  to  have  a  sufficient  supply 
of  domestic  workers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  that  there  is  no  inten¬ 
tion  to  oppose  all  legislation  along  this 
line.  I  believe  that  legislation  is  needed, 
but  I  do  not  believe  that  the  bill  as  re¬ 
ported  to  the  Senate  carries  out  the  idea 
which  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has 
in  mind.  I  know  the  history  of  the  im¬ 
portation  of  foreign  labor,  especially  the 
classes  which  we  are  now  discussing. 
During  the  war  they  did  well  and  con¬ 
tributed  a  great  deal,  not  only  to  farm 
labor,  but  also  to  labor  in  factories, 
•plants,  and  railroads. 

The  Federal  Government  has  now  in 
the  Treasury  possibly  a  little  more  than 
$3,000,000  in  the  railroad  retirement 
fund,  which  was  paid  in  by  Mexican 
workers,  aliens.  They  contributed  to  the 
fund.  .We  still  have  the  money  in  the 


Treasury.  It  was  deducted  from  their 
pay.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  believe  that 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  introduced  a  bill 
to  help  them  get  then-  money  back.  It 
belongs  to  them.  However,  we  still  have 
it. 

As  the  Senator  says,  the  supply  of  mi¬ 
gratory  laborers  begins  early  in  the 
spring,  possibly  working  on  asparagus 
and  peas  in  California.  Eventually  they 
finish  with  potatoes  and  beets  in  the 
northern  section  of  the  United  States. 
We  want  to  help  those  laborers.  From 
the  standpoint  of  humanity,  there  is  no 
reason  why  I  should  object  to  them  ob¬ 
taining  employment.  However,  I  know 
that  the  situation  is  quite  difficult,  be¬ 
cause  we  are  dealing  with  people  who 
do  not  think  as  does  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota.  That  is  the  reason  why  they 
work  at  stoop  labor,  which  the  average 
American  will  not  accept.  I  do  not  want 
to  interfere  with  the  idea  of  the  aver¬ 
age  American  by  importing  very  cheap 
labor  to  compete  with  the  class  of  labor 
which  will  not  stoop  to  conquer. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  want  anyone’s 
necessity  to  be  the  basis  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  standard  of  living. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly. 

Mr.  THYE.  Of  course,  in  any  com¬ 
munity  to  which  these  workers  go  they 
must  be  paid  the  going  wage.  I  realize 
the  situation  which  the  Senator  recog¬ 
nizes  as  existing,  in  that  workers  who 
are  illegally  in  the  country  are  exploited. 
They  do  not  have  the  benefit  of  nego¬ 
tiation.  They  are  not  under  the  super¬ 
vision  of  State  employment  officers  or 
Federal  employment  officers.  When  I 
served  as  governor  of  the  State,  there 
were  many  conferences  with  State  offi¬ 
cials  in  an  effort  to  protect  the  Mexican 
workers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  point  out  there 
that  if  I  felt  that  labor  would  be  treated 
everywhere  as  it  is  treated  by  the  em¬ 
ployment  agency  in  the  State  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  I  would  be  for  the  bill.  There  may 
be  some  States,  perhaps,  where  some 
persons  do  not  want  the  prevailing  wage 
paid  either  for  domestic  labor  or  im¬ 
ported  labor. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
the  compliment  and  I  may  say  that  the 
employment  office  in  Minnesota  can 
stand  up  under  the  light  of  public  in¬ 
spection  at  any  time.  While  I  was  gov¬ 
ernor  of  the  State  we  concerned  our¬ 
selves  with  the  treatment  received  by 
the  imported  worker,  the  conditions  un¬ 
der  which  he  was  compelled  to  live,  and 
other  factors. 

My  real  concern  here,  of  course,  is 
with  what  we  may  call  the  wetbacks, 
those  who  come  into  the  United  States 
illegally.  Such  persons  may  enter  into 
contracts  for  less  than  the  going  wage 
in  a  community.  I  do  not  know  how  we 
can  legislate  to  bring  workers  into  the 
United  States  and  at  the  same  time  take 
care  of  that  particular  question,  except 
by  strengthening  our  immigration  au¬ 
thorities,  and  increasing  their  power  to 
patrol  and  inspect  more  carefully  the 
border  so  as  to  guard  against  illegal 
entry. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  us  take  one  thing 
at  a  time.  The  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
spoke  of  the  fact  that  there  are  many 
types  of  work  American  laborers  will  not 
perform. 

Mr.  THYE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well.  Let  us  con¬ 
cede  for  the  sake  of  the  argument  that 
American  labor  will  not  be  available  for 
certain  types  of  work.  Therefore,  we 
must  import  outside  labor.  In  carrying 
out  that  plan,  what  is  there  wrong  in 
protecting  our  own  labor  first?  Charity 
should  begin  at  home.  Why  should  it 
be  wrong  for  us  to  place  in  the  basic 
law  the  provision  that  first  priority 
should  go  to  American,  labor?  We  do  it 
with  respect' to  everything  else. 

Mr.  THYE.  Does  not  the  law  provide 
that  the  employment  office  must  certify 
the  need  for  labor,  and  if  it  does  not 
so  certify,  the  area  will  not  receive  the 
labor? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  but  I  have  an 
amendment  which  will  make  that  com¬ 
pulsory;  which  recognizes  the  principle 
of  taking  care,  for  example,  of  New  Mex¬ 
ico  cotton  first — and  I  should  prefer  that 
New  Mexico  hides  were  taken  care  of 
first,  even  before  those  that  come  from 
the  State  of  Minnesota.  Let  us  recog¬ 
nize  that  principle  by  a  provision  we 
place  in  the  law.  As  a  matter  of  prac¬ 
tice,  that  would  not  mean  a  thing,  ex¬ 
cept  that  we  recognize  the  principle,  be¬ 
cause  as  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
said,  and  I  think  correctly,  in  many  in¬ 
stances  the  American  laborer  will  not 
undertake  certain  classes  of  work. 

As  the  Senator  knows,  there  are  many 
Indians  in  my  State.  There  are  many 
Navajos  there.  If  they  are  not  avail¬ 
able,  very  well,  let  us  import  labor  from 
across  the  border.  Many  telegrams  were 
sent  to  me  in  which  the  senders  agreed 
with  the  chairman  of  the  committee. 
Some  telegrams  came  from  Alamogordo, 
where  the  Mescalero  Apaches  live,  but 
I  never  saw  them  working  in  the  cotton 
fields.  We  appropriate  money  sometimes 
to  help  them.  I  had  that  matter  in  mind 
so  ffir  as  labor  is  concerned. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  proceed 
now  with  my  statement. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
having  yielded  and  permitted  me  to  take 
part  in  the  discussion  of  the  question. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  had  been  reading 
from  an  editorial  in  the  Washington 
Post.  It  concluded  with  the  following 
words: 

We  agree  with  the  Commission  that  our 
efforts  in  the  future  should  be  directed  to¬ 
ward  increasing  the  number  of  our  own  farm 
workers  and  eliminating  dependence  on  for¬ 
eign  labor. 

The  Los  Angeles  News  and  many  other 
newspapers  and  magazines  have  pub¬ 
lished  articles  and  editorials  dealing 
with  the  problem. 

My  purpose  in  referring  to  the  great 
amount  of  attention  recently  given  to 
this  question  by  the  press  of  the  Nation 
is  to  focus  our  thinking  on  the  effect  of 
the  proposed  legislation  on  the  condi¬ 
tions  described.  I  cannot  see  how  this 
legislation  will  help  remedy  these  condi¬ 
tions.  I  fear  it  will  do  just  the  reverse. 
I  am  afraid  it  will  aggravate  them. 
Many  of  the  articles  make  it  clear  that 
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there  are  large  numbers  of  unemployed 
workers  in  the  area  into  which  the  wet¬ 
backs  and  legal  Mexican  immigrants 
come.  These  unemployed  are  rejected 
by  the  growers  because  they  prefer  the 
foreign  labor  which  is  cheaper  for  them. 
Of  the  half  million  domestic  native  mi¬ 
grant  workers — I  am  talking  about  a 
half  million  domestic  migrant  workers, 
not  foreign  migrant  workers — a  large 
proportion  are  descendants  of  Anglo- 
Americans  from  the  eastern  seaboard 
who  crossed  the  Appalachians,  settled  in 
the  once-fertile  valleys  of  the  Southwest 
and  later  were  “tractored  off”  the  land  to 
become  “Okies”  made  famous  by  John 
Steinbeck  in  his  Grapes  of  Wrath. 
Another  large  number  of  these  migrants, 
as  I  personally  know,  are  Spanish-speak¬ 
ing  Americans  whose  ancestors  have 
been  in  this  country  for  hundreds  of 
years.  Prior  to  World  War  II  many  of 
the  people  of  my  State  of  New  Mexico 
also  followed  the  crops,  __  going  from 
northern  New  Mexico  into  the  Rio 
Grande  Valley — into  the  neighboring 
States  of  Colorado  and  Arizona — obtain¬ 
ing  employment  to  supplement  the  in¬ 
come  they  received  from  their  own  small 
farms.  During  and  since  World  War  II 
most  of  these  people  have  found  it  in¬ 
creasingly  difficult  to  obtain  employment 
in  the  large  commercial  farms.  So,  too, 
have  the  American  Indians  in  my  State— 
the  Navajos,  the  Apaches,  the  Pueblos, 
and  others — found  difficulty,  as  their 
testimony  before  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Poresty  shows.  Some  of 
those  Indians  appeared  before  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  Senate  and  the  House  and 
testified  in  person. 

The  President’s  Commission,  in  its  re¬ 
port,  gives  verification  to  the  statements 
I  have  just  made.  It  declares  that  if  our 
domestic  labor  supply  is  recruited  and 
transported  from  places  where  there  is 
no  employment  to  areas  of  labor  short¬ 
age  there  will  be  no  need,  as  I  pointed 
out  at  the  beginning,  to  import  foreign 
workers  for  food  and  fiber  production  in 
the  present  defense  emergency.  As 
chairman  of  a  subcommittee  on  appro¬ 
priations,  I  recently  conducted  hearings 
on  the  Labor  Department  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  current  year.  I  questioned 
the  Director  of  Employment  Security 
about  his  handling  of  this  farm-labor 
supply  program.  Some  of  his  answers 
seemed  to  me  something  less  than  satis¬ 
factory,  especially  regarding  employ¬ 
ment  of  Puerto  Ricans  and  American 
Indians.  I  have  read  excerpts  from  that 
testimony  -heretofore. 

It  is  not  alone,  however,  in  the  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  our  citizens  from  Puerto  Rico 
and  Hawaii  and  from  among  our  own 
American  Indians  that  we  have  failed. 
There  is  also  a  vast  reservoir  of  poten¬ 
tial  agricultural  workers  among  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  million  or  more  marginal  farm 
families — farm  operators  whose  total 
value  of  farm  production,  including 
farm  products  used  in  the  home,  did  not 
exceed  $1,500  in  recent  years.  A  recent 
study  of  the  Joint  Congressional  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Economic  Report,  pre¬ 
pared  and  issued  under  the  supervision 
of  a  subcommittee  chairmanned  by  the 
able  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr. 
Sparkman]  declared  that  the  underem¬ 


ployment  among  these  marginal  farm¬ 
ers  is  depriving  the  Nation  of  the  equiv¬ 
alent  of  more  than  2,500,000  workers. 
That  is,  the  underemployment  of  mar¬ 
ginal  farmers  throughout  the  United 
States,  so  the  Subcommittee  on  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Report  reported,  is  depriving  the 
Nation  of  the  equivalent  of  more  than 
2,500,000  workers. 

That  study  further  pointed  out  that 
there  are  a  million  and  a  half  rural  non¬ 
farm  families  with  family  incomes  of 
$2,000  or  less  in  1948.  “Full  employment 
of  the  workers  in  these  families,”  the 
study  says,  “would  add  approximately 
900,000  workers  to  the  effective  labor 
force.” 

The  legislation  we  are  now  considering 
has  nothing  in  it  aimed  at  improving  our 
methods  of  developing  an  adequate  ag¬ 
ricultural-labor  supply  from  among  the 
millions  of  underemployed  and  poverty- 
ridden  families  discussed  by  the  Spark¬ 
man  report.  No;  it  limits  itself  to  the 
importation  of  cheap  labor  from  Mexico. 
This  raises  a  serious  question  of  public 
policy  which  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  must  face.  As  the  President’s 
Commission  put  it: 

Shall  we  continue  indefinitely  to  have  low 
work  standards  and  conditions  in  agricul¬ 
ture,  thus  depending  on  the  underprivi¬ 
leged  and  the  unfortunate— 

Those  who  are  subject  to  hunger,  star¬ 
vation,  and  empty  stomachs;  and,  of 
course,  the  purpose  of  this  measure  is  to 
deal  with  that  situation — 
home  and  abroad  to  supply  and  replenish  our 
seasonal  and  migratory  work  force? 

Mr.  President,  should  we  attempt  to 
ruin  o:  segment  of  labor — agricultural 
labor — and  try  to  provide  for  it  an  econ¬ 
omy  quite  different  from  that  applying 
to  any  other  industry  in  our  country? 
On  that  point,  I  read  further  from  the 
report  of  the  President’s  Commission: 

Or  shall  we  do  in  agriculture  what  we  have 
already  done  in  other  sectors  of  our  econ¬ 
omy — create  honest-to-goodness  jobs  which 
will  offer  a  decent  living  so  that  domestic 
workers,  without  being  forced  by  dire  neces¬ 
sity,  will  be  willing  to  stay  in  agriculture 
and  become  a  dependable  labor  supply?  As 
farm  employers  want  able  and  willing  work¬ 
ers  when  needed,  so  do  workers  want  reliable 
jobs  which  yield  a  fair  living. 

Mr.  President,  the  workers  want,  and 
should  have,  at  least  a  decent  American 
standard  of  living.  Of  course,  we  want 
labor  to  be  available  for  the  farmer  when 
he  needs  it,  but  we  also  want  the  labor 
to  have  the  benefit  of  our  American 
standards. 

I  read  further  from  the  report  of  the 
President’s  Commission : 

We  have  long  wavered  and  compromised 
on  the  issue  of  migratory  labor  in  agricul¬ 
ture.  We  have  failed  to  adopt  policies  de¬ 
signed  to  insure  an  adequate  supply  of  such 
labor  at  decent  standards  of  employment. 

That  is  the  test. 

Actually,  we  have  done  worse  than  that. 
We  have  used  the  institutions  of  govern¬ 
ment  to  procure  alien  labor  willing  to  work 
under  obsolete  and  backward  conditions  and 
thus  to  perpetuate  those  very  conditions. 
This  not  only  entrenches  a  bad  system,  it 
expands  it. 

At  that  point  in  their  report,  Mr. 
President,  the  Commission  and  its  able 


staff  make  a  statement  which  I  think 
is  of  paramount  and  fundamental  im¬ 
portance.  That  statement  is: 

We  have  not  only  undermined  the  stand¬ 
ards  of  employment  for  migratory  farm 
workers,  we  have  impaired  the  economic 
and  social  position  of  the  family  farm  op¬ 
erator. 

I  give  the  last  part  of  that  statement 
special  emphasis;  I  repeat  it: 

We  have  impaired  the  economic  and  so¬ 
cial  position  of  the  family  farm  operator. 

Before  quoting  further  what  the 
President  Commission  says  on  this  cru¬ 
cial  question,  I  remind  the  Senate  that 
a  study  of  history  will  show  that  a  ma¬ 
jor  factor  in  the  decline  and  fall  of  em¬ 
pires  and  nations — and  that  could  hap¬ 
pen  here  in  the  United  States,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident — has  been  the  abandonment  of 
family-type  farm  ownership  and  opera¬ 
tion  in  favor  of  the  large-scale,  absentee- 
ownership  type  of  operation.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  I  chance  to  be  a  member  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  and  on  that 
committee  I  happen  to  serve  with  the 
distinguished  junior  Senator  from  Geor¬ 
gia  [Mr.  Russell]  on  the  Subcommittee 
on  Agricultural  Appropriations.  I  won¬ 
der  whether  Senators  know  that  of  the 
6,500,000  farms  in  the  United  States, 
practically  half  of  them  have  absentee 
owners.  That  is  the  reason  for  the  con¬ 
cern  of  some  of  us,  who  do  not  want  the 
small  farmer  to  be  further  harmed  by 
making  him  compete  with  cheap  labor. 

Mr.  President,  the  little  country  of 
Finland  is  great  and  able  to  stand  up, 
even  against  Russia,  because  96  percent 
of  the  farms  in  Finland  are  owned  by 
those  who  farm  the  land.  Some  of  them 
may  have  only  1  acre  of  land;  but,  like 
the  English,  they  are  able  to  say,  “My 
castle  may  be  but  a  hovel,  but  it  is  mine.” 
So  each  of  those  farmers  farms  his  own 
land,  and  does  so  intensively. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  do  not  know 
what  would  happen  as  a  result  of  the 
importation  of  cheap  foreign  labor, 
which  is  the  subject  with  which  the 
pending  measure  deals.  Perhaps  125,- 
000  of  our  farms — those  owned  by  large- 
scale  operators — might  receive  some  ad¬ 
vantage  from  such  importation;  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  our  small-farm  opera¬ 
tors  would  be  seriously  injured. 

I  read  further  from  the  report  of  the 
President’s  Commission: 

The  operator  of  a  family-type  farm  is  a 
capitalist,  but  oqe  whose  income  is  derived 
primarily  from  his  own  labor. 

Of  course,  Mr.  President,  a  man  who 
is  farming  3  acres,  and  is  raising  truck 
crops — cabbage,  radishes,  tomatoes,  and 
so  forth — which  he  sells  on  the  market, 
is  a  capitalist,  even  though  he  depends 
upon  his  wife  and  his  children,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  himself  in  growing  his  crop.  In 
fact,  probably  his  children  are  unable  to 
have  a  holiday  on  Saturday,  because  they 
must  pull  weeds  on  the  farm.  However, 
that  man  is  a  capitalist. 

I  read  further  from  the  report : 

In  this  sense  he  is  also  a  laborer.  He  as¬ 
pires  to  an  income  adequate  to  maintain  an 
American  standard  of  living.  He  is,  there¬ 
fore,  in  a  poor  position  to  compete  with  the 
foreign  worker  who  is  willing  to  accept  low¬ 
er  wages,  who  leaves  his  family  at  home,  and 
who  makes  no  demand  on  his  employer  or 
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the  communities  after  the  crop  season’s  work 
is  done. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  point  out  to 
my  good  friend,  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas],  that  those  who  will 
be  the  recipients  of  work  under  this  bill, 
if  it  is  enacted,  are  more  to  be  pitied 
than  censured.  Stern  necessity  con¬ 
fronts  them.  Of  course,  we  have  heard 
of  church  mice  and  of  how  poor  they 
are,  but  I  venture  the  assertion  that 
some  of  the  people  dealt  with  by  this  bill 
are  poorer  than  the  poorest  of  church 
mice.  Those  people  neid  work  very 
badly.  However,  in  trying  to  be  chari¬ 
table  and  kindly  toward  them,  we  must 
not  let  anything  undermine  our  own 
economic  system.  That  is  the  basis  of 
my  opposition  to  this  bill.  I  believe  in 
the  hereafter,  and  I  wish  to  be  chari¬ 
table.  I  think  my  record  in  this  body  is 
about  as  good  as  that  of  any  other  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  body,  in  that  particular  re¬ 
spect.  I  have  voted  without  quibbling 
for  the  appropriation  of  billions  of  dol¬ 
lars  to  help  starving  people  in  Asia  and 
in  Europe. 

However,  I  cannot  convince  myself 
that  I  am  justified  in  doing  that,  if  at 
the  same  time  I  neglect  American  citi¬ 
zens,  even  when  we  are  dealing  with 
charity. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  my  colleagues  to 
consider  a  telegram  which  I  have  re¬ 
ceived.  It  comes  from  the  American  GI 
Forum  of  Texas,  an  independent  veter¬ 
ans’  organization,  and  is  signed  by  Hec¬ 
tor  P.  Garcia,  M.  D.,  chairman: 

Corpus  Christi,  Tex.,  April  29,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

American  GI  Forum  Veterans’  Organiza¬ 
tion  representing  more  than  50,000  American 
veterans  of  Mexican  origin  wish  to  ask  you 
to  continue  to  fight  to  exclude  foreign  work¬ 
ers,  especially  in  Texas.  Thousands  of  vet¬ 
erans  not  able  to  make  decent  living  because 
of  low-wage  competition  by  wetbacks  and 
imported  labor.  Thousands  of  children  of 
veterans  are  not  able  to  enjoy  good  health 
because  veterans  and  their  families  are 
forced  to  work  for  starvation  wages  because 
of  imported  labor.  Americans  of  Mexican 
origin  in  Texas  must  have  opportunity  to 
live  like  human  beings  and  first-class  citi¬ 
zens.  Best  way  to  do  it  is  to  stop  all  im¬ 
ported  labor. 

What  does  the  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion  say?  What  does  the  average  farm¬ 
er  want?  What  does  the  average  citi¬ 
zen  want,  the  man  who  aspires  to  an 
income  which  will  be  adequate  to  main¬ 
tain  an  American  standard  of  living? 
He  wants  his  children  to  be  able  to  go 
to  school,  and  later  to  be  able  to  make 
their  own  living.  American  boys  who 
have  fought  for  the  flag  are  entitled  to 
decent  treatment,  too.  The  President’s 
Commission,  in  the  report  to  which  I 
have  referred,  continues: 

Cheap  foreign  labor  is  advantageous  to 
the  owners  of  large-scale  farms  whidh  em¬ 
ploy  “stoop”  labor  in  great  quantities.  Such 
farms  are  only  2  percent  of  the  Nation’s  farm 
units — 

As  I  pointed  out  earlier — 
approximately  125,000,  and  only  a  frac¬ 
tion  of  this  small  number  employs  most  of 
the  alien  farm  workers.  This  cheap  labor 
is  in  competition  with  the  great  group  of 
family-type  farms.  It  is  hardly  consistent 


for  our  Government  to  encourage  a  family 
type  of  agriculture  and  at  the  same  time 
give  direct  assistance  to  the  operators  of 
large-scale  farms  in  recruiting  and  employ¬ 
ing  low-wage  foreign  workers  whose  prod¬ 
ucts  compete  with  the  family-type  farms. 

It  is  not  surprising,  therefore,  that  the 
farm  organizations,  typified  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Farmers’  Union  and  certain  State 
branches  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation,  and  the  Grange,  which  gen¬ 
uinely  espouse  family-type  farming  as  a 
central  policy  in  agriculture,  are  not 
sympathetic  to  legislation  which  gives 
advantage  to  the  corporate,  absentee- 
ownership  type  of  farming.  Even  in  my 
State,  units  of  the  American  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau  Federation  have  telegraphed  me 
expressing  opposition  to  the  committee 
bill. 

Mr.  President,  if  you  will  look  back 
over  the  fight  on  the  Farm  Security  Ad¬ 
ministration — whose  primary  objective 
was  to  reestablish  in  family-type  farm¬ 
ing  agricultural  workers,  tenants,  share 
croppers,  and  farm  operators  who  had 
been  pushed  off  the  land — you  will  see 
what  I  mean. 

Great  progress  has  been  made  in  that 
respect  throughout  the  United  States. 
Nor  is  it  surprising,  Mr.  President,  to  find 
all  of  organized  labor  strongly  opposed 
to  this  proposed  legislation.  Industrial 
labor  understandably  sees  a  serious 
threat  to  its  standards  in  the  flooding 
into  this  country  of  hundreds  of  thou- 
hands  of  underprivileged  alien  workers, 
multitudes  of  whom,  as  the  Commission 
report  makes  clear,  remain  in  this  coun¬ 
try  illegally,  even  though  they  came  into 
the  country  legally.  These  pools  of  alien 
labor  willing  to  accept  low  wages  obvi¬ 
ously  tend  to  tear  down  the  standards  of 
all  labor,  whether  agricultural  or  indus¬ 
trial.  Nor  is  it  to  be  wondered  at,  that 
the  churches  and  religious  organizations 
of  our  country  have  become  aroused  at 
the  conditions  of  this  migratory  labor 
which  has  been  recently  so  tellingly  de¬ 
scribed  in  the  newspaper  and  magazine 
articles  to  which  I  have  referred.  These 
conditions  are  a  scandal  to  our  Nation 
and  are  a  serious  weakness  before  the 
world  in  our  Nation’s  leadership  in  the 
fight  against  our  enemies  in  the  Krem¬ 
lin.  So  long  as  they  are  allowed  to  con¬ 
tinue — and,  as  I  have  said  several  times, 
the  proposed  legislation  does  nothing  to 
remedy  them,  but  will,  in  my  judgment, 
tend  to  aggravate  them — we  as  a  people 
cannot  stand  before  other  peoples  in 
other  nations  and  maintain  that  we  know 
so  well  how  to  order  the  affairs  of  peo¬ 
ple  within  our  own  borders  that  we  may 
teach  the  rest  of  the  world  how  to  order 
its  affairs.  No,  Mr.  President,  this  pro¬ 
posed  measure  fails  completely  to  face 
the  grave  problems  with  which  we  are 
confronted  respecting  agricultural  labor. 
I  introduced  a  measure.  Senate  bill  949, 
which  I  felt  took  some  steps  in  the  direc¬ 
tion  of  facing  those  problems.  It  was  not 
reported  by  the  Senate  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittee.  In  truth — if  we  are  to  judge  by 
the  measure  reported  by  the  committee — • 
the  objectives  my  bill  sought  to  achieve 
were  scarcely  considered  at  all  by  the 
committee. 

So,  with  the  pending  committee  bill, 
the  best  I  can  do  is  to  offer,  and  I  have 


offered,  a  number  of  amendments  in  an 
attempt  to  accomplish  what  my  bill 
sought  to  do.  I  shall  discuss  them  in 
due  time.  I  hope  I  shall  be  able  to  per¬ 
suade  a  majority  of  the  members  of  the 
Senate  to  support  my  amendments,  be¬ 
cause  I  honestly  believe  we  will  make  a 
major  blunder,  both  for  our  domestic  so¬ 
cial  and  political  economy  and  even  in 
our  international  relations,  if  we  permit 
the  committee  bill  to  become  a  law. 

In  conclusion,  I  may  say  that  so  far 
as  the  pending  bill  is  concerned,  in  its 
present  form,  as  I  stated  earlier,  with¬ 
out  in  any  way  questioning  the  motives 
or  the  sincerity  of  purpose  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry,  I  firmly  believe  that  it  rep¬ 
resents  a  backward  step.  In  my  opinion 
it  would  undo  many  of  the  things  which 
were  done  in  the  interest  of  the  country 
by  the  great  Lincoln.  In  my  State  it 
would  bring  about  the  return  of  peonage, 
which  became  unlawful  in  1868.  It 
would  do  away  with  all  of  the  notable 
_  and  laudable  ideals,  traditions,  and  con¬ 
cepts  for  which  America  has  stood.  It 
would  do  violence  to  those  things  which 
were  in  the  minds  of  the  founding 
fathers,  particularly  as  expressed  in  the 
Declaration  of  Independence,  and  to  all 
the  concepts  embodied  within  the  pre¬ 
amble  of  the  Constitution  which  begins, 
“We,  the  people  of  the  United  States.” 

The  bill  is  un-American.  It  would  un¬ 
dermine  everything  for  which  we  have 
stood,  so  far  as  human  liberty  and  Amer¬ 
ican  standards  are  concerned.  True,  it 
would  benefit  a  few;  but  at  what  ex¬ 
pense?  At  the  expense  of  undermining 
our  economy,  at  the  expense  of  under¬ 
mining  our  health  standards,  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  bringing  about  human  misery 
and  human  exploitation.  I  trust  that 
the  bill  in  its  present  form  will  not  pass. 
RELATION  OF  AIR  POWER  TO  THE  SAFETY 
OF  THE  NATION 

Mr.  LODGE  and  Mr.  HUMPHREY  ad- 
:  dressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Has 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  yielded 
;  the  floor? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  concluded. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempbre.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts*/ 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall  be 
glad  to  yield  to  any  Sena  ter  who  wishes 
to  make  a  routine  insertion  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord.  Other  than  that,  I  do  not  wish  to 
yield.  I  haye  been  waiting  for  quite  a 
while  to  make  this  speech.  It  is  not  go¬ 
ing  to  take  very  long,  so  I  would  rather 
not  yield  for  anything  other  than  a 
routine  insertion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Massachusetts  that  my 
only  purpose  in  rising  was  to  continue 
j  with  the  discussion  on  the  pending  legis¬ 
lation.  I  have  been  informed  now  that 
an  understanding  was  reached  earlier 
this  morning  that  the  Senator  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  was  to  make  a  short  address 
to  the  Senate  on  another  subject. 

Mr.  LODGE.  Mr.  President, '.I  wish 
to  speak  upon  a  subject  other  than  the 
one^hich  is  pending.  I  feel  justified  in 
doing  so,  because  of  its  great  importance. 

I  wish  to  make  an  urgent  plea  today 
for  something  which  involves  the  safety 
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farm-1- bor  b ill . 

Sens.  Thye 

and  Ilickenlooper 

predicted 

HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  d 

m  neat  shortage  "because  cf  recent  price-control  order.  House  delated  Interior  approp¬ 
riation  "bill,  reducing  several  items,  including  reclamation,  I-Iouse  received  con¬ 
ference  report  on  "bill  to  transfer  Morgan  Horse  F.arn  to  Yt.  Agricultural  College. 
House  comnittee  submitted  nine r it'"  views  on  farn-labor  "bill. 


SITUATE 


1. 


L 


FARM  LABOR.  Continued  delate  on  S.  384,  to  provide  for  importation  of  Mexican 
farm  laborers,  agreeing  to  all  of  the  committee  amendments  (pp.  4687,  4659”721» 
4725“9)  •  Rejected,  12-59  >  the  Chavez  amendment  providing  for  a  finding  "by  the 
Labor  Department  thr.t  the  supply  of  domestic  agricultural  workers  is  insuffi¬ 
cient  "before  importing  foreign  workers  (pp.  4712-21).  After  this  vote,  Sen. 
Chavez  decided  not  to  submit  his  other  amendments,  "but  they  wore  printed  in 
the  Record  with  the  reasons  (pp.  4720-8).  .Agreed  to  an  Anderson  amendment  pro¬ 
viding  for  certification  "by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  rather  than  "by  the  Stale 
Directors  of  Employment  Security  (p.  4725).  Pending  at  recess  was  a  Cordon 
amendment  providing  that  reception  centers  for  foreign  workers  "be  distributed 
geographically  according  to  the  need  for  such  workers  (op.  4728-31). 
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2. 


3. 


4. 


PRICE  CONTROL.  Sens.  Thyc,  Ilickenlooper ,  and  others  predicted  a  severe 
shortage  because  of  the  recent  OPS  order  and  said  the  farmers  v/ould 
from  the"  order  (pp.  4722-5)* 

RFC  LOANS.  Sen.  Byrd  inserted  his  testimony  and  a  statepehit  from  Jesse  Jones 
favoring  abolition  of  RFC.  In  his  statement  Sen.  referred  to  other  Federal 

agencies  which  are  available  for  necessary  1o£J*£7  including  FCA  agencies,  REA, 
CCC,  and  Farmers  Home  Administration.  (np*,^wS2-7 0 ) 

THIRD  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPRCPRI-T  I0p#m7,  l^^ln  addition  to  the.  items  mentioned 
in  Digest  77,  the  Appropri^sk^fons  Committee  madH^thc  following  changes  in  this 
bill,  H.  R.  3587 :  Adgirfjdan  item  of  $50,000,000  fo>s^chool  construction  pursu- 


JITigagara  Pov;cr  Dc- 


ant  to  Public  Le^ia£T5,  81st  Congress.  Changed  the  tit, 
vclopncnt,,  J^“’wNiagar a  Redevelopment  Remedial  Works  Inveoti^h^on. 11  Reduced 
FcdcraJ^’Civil  Defense  Adninis  tret  ion  by  $7,750,000.  Restored  tfe>v,provision 
regarding  strikes  against  the  Government  in  the  sane  form  as  report ecTv by, the 
'House  committee  before  being  eliminated  on  a  point  of  order.  (For  addition 


— 2— 


’items  see  Digest  o2.) 


\ 


HOUSE 


5.  IHE'Salbg.  DEPAHTI-IEIIT  APPRCPRIJE  10"  BILL,  1952.  Continued  debate  on  this  Dili, 

H.  R.  TOO  (np.  4735—77) .  Agreed  to  the  following  amendments,  among  ot-b 
By  Rep.  Taber,  and  modified  by  an  amendment  by  Hop*  Lovro,  to  reducp'  Er 
$10,000*000  the  funds  for  construction  and  rehabilitation  of  reclrm tion 
project^  (pp »  4T39-6i)  .  ( Rep ,  Lovre’s  amendment  struck  out  laj^guage  which 

would  lif^e  required  that  the  cut  ^bc  deducted  from  the  estimates  for  power 
and  transmission  linos.) 

By  Rer->.  Keati^,  IT.  7. ,.t°  prohibit  the  use  of  funds  for  transmission  lines 
in  areas  covered  by  poorer  wheeling  service  contracts  (-op/  4761-71)  • 

By  Rep.  Rhillim s\ Calif . ,  to  reduce  by  $291,000  the  funds  'lor  operation  and 
maintenance,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  and  delete  language  b.- rring  use  of 
funds  for  payment  of  op  era.  tion  and.  maintenance  costs/of  Imperial  Dam  and 
the  All-American  £fe,nr.l  (-to*  4771—4) .  / 


By  Rep.  Davis,  Ga* ,  to" pent  51  million  from  the  apnropri-  tion  for  survc;rs,  in¬ 
vestigations,  and  research  by  Geological  Survey /yon.  4777“3). 

A  -point  of  order  by  Rom.  \aber  was  sustained  against  a  provision  transferring  1 
the  Fort  Peck  project  in  HontA from  the  Army  Departnon''  to  Interior  (p.  4775). 

And  a.  point  of  order  by  Rep.  Barley,  W.  Va. ,  was  sustained  against  language  res¬ 
cinding  the  unused  bala.ncc  of  i'm  contract  authorisation  of  515  million 
the  head,  ^Synthetic  liquid  fuels'1  (p.  4773)- 


6.  RESEARCH  LAUDS.  Received  the  conf  rence  report  on  S.  27-1,  to  provide  for  the 
transfer  of  the  Morga.n  Horse  Fa„rn  to  \he  Vermont  Agricultural  College  (H.  Rent. 
4oi)  (pp.  4779,  47S3).  The  conferees  Wreed  on  substitute  language  which 
eliminates  the  provision  reserving  ai^?' minerals  to  the  U.  S.  and  providing  that 
the  property  revert  to  the  U.  S.  if  put  to  any  use  other  than  for  the  benefit 
of  agriculture.  It  also  provides  mat  Bsuc&  real  and  personal  nroperty  and 
research  records  shall  be  transferred  upon  the  oppress  condition  that  they 
shall  bo  used  by  the  Vermont  Agricultural  College  for  the  benefit  of  agricul¬ 
ture  for  such  period  a.s  nay  bc/agrecd  upon  by  the  Secretary  and  the  said  col¬ 
lege  at  the  time  of  transfcrr- 


7.  FARH  LABOR*  Received  from /the  Agriculture  Committee  4hc  minority  views  on  H.  R. 


3233,  the  permit  the  innfrrte.tioii  of  Mexican  fa.rm  la.be 
certain  conditions  (H.  Jfcpt.  326,  pt.  2)  (p.  4732) » 


jrs  into  the  U.  S«  under 


g.  CLAIMS;  L0A1TS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  993,  to  facilitate  the  financing  of 
defense  contracts  p"r  banks  and  other  financing  institutions-  and  to  amend  the 
Assignment  of  Cleans  Act  of  19'A)  (no.  H733~4) .  Rais  bill  wmL‘1  now  be  sent  to 


the  President. 

/ 


9.  PERS0U1TEL*  Pf^sod  without  amendment  H.  R.  3^01,  to  make  certain \ncrca.scs  in 
annuities  9.^  persons  retired  under  the  Foreign  Service  retirement  X'nd  disabil¬ 
ity  systcjpi  (-0.  4733)' 


10.  F0REIGU/AID.  Majority  Leader  UcCorna.ck  ananounced  that  K.  R.  3791,  to  provide 
wheat/ for  India.,  is  to  be  considered  a.fter  disposition  of  the  Interior  depart¬ 


ment?  Apo romriation  bill  (p.  4779)* 


11.  AUDIT  DEPORT.  Received  from  GAO  the  audit  report  on  the  Federal  Deposit  Ins 
knee  Corn.  (H.  Doc.  12l)  (p.  ''732). 


!.  ST.  LAWRE1TC3  SEAWAY.  Tho  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  avooint  a  subcommittee 
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Tilts  obviously  is  one  tremendous  foun- 
tainhea2f'«£Jnflation  which  is  now  contrib¬ 
uting  to  commodity  shortages- -and  rising 
prices.  Under  these  coalitions  there  should 
be  no  doubt  that-we'  can  get  along  without 
the  RFC.  pipeline  to  the  Treasury  of  the 
United  States. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL 
WORKERS  FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  at  the  hour 
of  12:30  o’clock  today,  namely,  on  the 
calendar  day  of  May  1,  debate  upon  any 
amendment  to  the  pending  bill  or  any 
motion,  including  appeals,  which  may  be 
pending  or  which  may  thereafter  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  the  said  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  shall  be 
limited  to  not  exceeding  40  minutes,  to 
be  equally  divided,  and  controlled,  in  the 
case  of  committee  amendments,  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Wherry],  respectively,  and,  in  the  case 
of  individual  amendments  or  motions,  by 
the  mover  of  any  such  amendment  or 
motion  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  respectively;  provided, 
first,  that  in  the  event  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  in  favor  of 
any  such  individual  amendment  or  mo¬ 
tion,  the  time  in  opposition  thereto  shall 
be  controlled  by  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Wherry]  or  some  other 
Senator  designated  by  him;  and  sec¬ 
ond,  that  after  Monday,  April  30,  1951, 
no  amendment  submitted  by  a  Senator— 
that  is,  any  amendment  that  may  not 
already  have  been  submitted — intended 
to  be  subsequently  proposed  by  him  and 
ordered  to  lie  on  the  table  which  is  not 
germane  to  the  subject  matter  of  the 
said  bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  debate  on  the 
question  of  the  final  passage  of  the  said 
bill  shall  be  limited  to  not  exceeding 
2  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry]  or  some  other 
Senator  designated  by  him,  respectively; 
provided,  however,  that  during  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  any  individual  amendment 
or  motion  either  of  said  Senators  may 
yield  to  the  mover  of  any  such  amend¬ 
ment  or  motion,  or  to  a  Senator  who  is 
opposed  thereto,  any  portion  of  such 
time  of  1  hour  allotted  to  him  under 
this  paragraph  as  he  may  desire. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  may  I  inquire 
of  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
whether  he  has  read  the  identical  agree¬ 
ment  heretofore  presented? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  It  is  the  identical 
agreement. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  the  identical 
unanimous -consent  agreement  for  a  lim¬ 
itation  of  debate  which  was  presented 
last  Friday,  is  it? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  is  correct’ 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  reason  why  I  ask 
the  question  of  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  is  that  I  must  provide  some 


time  for  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  which  was 
requested  by  him. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  is  all  pro¬ 
vided  for  in  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  also  wish  to  be  able 
to  grant  to  the  distinguished  Junior 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  at 
least  20  or  30  minutes  for  an  address 
on  the  bill. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  a  long  unani¬ 
mous-consent  agreement.  However,  if 
the  majority  leader  assures  me  that  such 
time  is  provided,  I  will  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  Parliamenta¬ 
rian  drew  up  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  questioning 
in  any  way  the  distinguished  majority 
leader’s  request  for  unanimous  consent. 
We  had  agreed  that  the  minority  would 
have  no  objection  to  the  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  which  was  proposed  last 
Friday.  What  I  wish  to  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  distinguished  majority  leader 
is  that  if  I  am  to  control  the  opposition 
time  of  the  debate  on  the  bill,  or  the 
opposition  time  of  the  debate  on  any 
amendment,  it  was  understood  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  and  also  by  the  majority  leader 
that  I  could  allocate  1  hour,  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  on 
the  bill  for  the  presentation  of  his 
amendment,  and  that  he  could  have  20 
minutes  on  his  own  amendment,  and  that 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey]  agreed  that  if  I  needed  more 
time,  he  would  yield  time  to  the  opposi¬ 
tion  on  other  amendments.’ 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  may  I  say  that 
it  was  not  more  than  6  minutes  ago  that 
I  talked  to  the  majority  leader  with  the 
idea  of  trying  to  get  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  agreement  for  a  limitation  of  debate. 
At  that  time  the  majority  leader  in¬ 
formed  me  that  it  was  impossible  to  get 
such  an  agreement.  I  do  not  know 
whether  he  had  at  that  time  read  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  prepared 
by  the  Parliamentarian.  I  was  of  the 
opinion  and  in  the  mood  of  trying  to 
get  a  unanimous-consent  agreement. 
However,  I  for  one,  will  not  consent 
to  the  request  until  I  at  least  have  a 
chance  to  investigate  how  the  proposed 
agreement  would  actually  affect  me,  no 
matter  how  much  I  desire  to  agree  with 
the  majority  leader.  Hence,  I  object. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Ob¬ 
jection  is-iieard. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  as 
I  said  before.  I  anticipated  that  some 
Senator  would  probably  object,  but  I 
thought  that  inasmuch  as  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  wanted  me  to  try  to 
secure  an  agreement,  it  was  my  duty  to 
make  the  attempt. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  believe  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Arizona  should  at  least  con¬ 
sult  me  about  a  unanimous-consent 
agreement  for  limitation  of  debate  on  the 
pending  bill,  and  not  expect  the  Senate 


to  accept  anything  he  might  consider 
fair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Ob¬ 
jection  is  heard. 

LEASING  OF  CLEVLAND  TANK  PLANT, 
CLEVELAND,  OHIO 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  tcH 
day  I  call  attention  briefly  to  another 
instance  of  unnecessary  waste  of  the 
taxpayers’  money. 

In  1950  the  United  States  Air  Foijca 
had  under  its  jurisdiction  the  Schlegel 
Air  Force  Base  located  in  Brook  Park, 
Cuyahoga  County,  Ohio.  This  property 
was  formerly  known  as  the  Cleveland 
Aircraft  Assembly  Plant  and  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  time  is  the  Cleveland  Tank  Plant. 
This  property  was  being  retained  in 
stand-by  status  for  possible  future  op¬ 
eration.  during  a  period  of  national 
emergency. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  have  order?  Will  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  please  speak  a  little  louder  so 
we  can  hear  him? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senate  will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  yield  for  an 
observation? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  I  should  like  to  say 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  that  what 
he  has  just  referred  to  goes  to  prove  that 
the  plugs  we  have  in  the  floor  for  a  loud¬ 
speaking  system  might  well  be  imple¬ 
mented,  and  then  Senators  like  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Delaware  or  perhaps  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Connecticut,  who  are  not 
equipped  with  the  vocal  amplitude  of 
the  Senator  from  Nebraska,  could  be 
heard. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  object  to  being 
called  a  plug. 

Mr.  WILEY.  No;  the  plug  is  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  25,  1950,  the  Secretary  of  the  Air 
Force,  on  the  assumption  that  this  prop¬ 
erty  would  not  be  needed  in  the  fore¬ 
seeable  future,  negotiated  a  lease  for  this 
property  with  the  National  Terminals 
Corp.,  of  Cleveland,  Ohio,  for  an  annual 
rental  of  $25(000  per  year,,  or  $2,083  a 
month.  The  officers  signing  the  lease 
for  the  National  Terminal^  Corp.  were 
Mr.  A.  B.  Efroymson,  president,  and  Mr. 
L.  A.  Kraug,  secretary. 

On  May,  16,  1950,  3  weeks:  later,  Na¬ 
tional  Terminals  Corp.  executed  a  stand¬ 
ard  storage  contract  with  the 'Commod¬ 
ity  Credit  Corporation — another  Gov¬ 
ernment  agency — for  the  use  of  this 
same  property,  upon  which  they  col¬ 
lected  an  average  of  $12,000  per  month. 
As  I  s^d  before,  they  leased  it  for  $2,083 
a  morjth  just  3  weeks  before. 

In  -August  1950,  following  the  out¬ 
break  of  the  war  in  Korea,  the  lease  be¬ 
tween  the  Air  Force  and  National  Termi¬ 
nals  Corp.  was  canceled,  and  the  prop¬ 
erty  repossessed  by  the  Army,  ancfc  on 
October  27,  1950,  the  CCC  shipments  Cut 
of/ these  facilities  were  completed.  \ 

I  The  Commodity  Credit  Corporation, 
miring  the  5  months  in  which  it  rented 
ttie  property,  paid  to  the  National  Ter- 
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minals  Corp.  358,601.65,  or  an  average  of 
about  $12,000  per  month.  This  repre¬ 
sented  a  profit  to  National  Terminals  of 
nearly  600  percent,  without  any  invest¬ 
ment  whatever. 

This  is  not  the  first  instance  in  which 
the  CCC  has  resorted  to  this  questionable 
practice,  and  there  is  no  reason  whatever 
why,  if  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  had 
need  of  this  property,  he  should  not  have 
negotiated  direct  with  the  Secretary  of 
the  Air  Force  for  its  utilization. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the 
House  had  passed,  without  amendment, 
the  following  bills  of  the  Senate: 

S.  300.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lloyd  F. 
Stewart: 

S.  451.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  James  Mc- 
Gillic  and  Blossom  McGillic; 

S.  464.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Willard 
Cheek  and  Louise  Cheek: 

S.  568.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  George  W. 
Purdy; 

S.  613.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Ernestine 
Bacon  Jacobs; 

S.  768.  An  act  conferring  jurisdiction  on 
the  Court  of  Claims  of  the  United  States  to 
hear,  determine,  and  render  judgment  on 
the  claims  of  G.  T.  Elliott,  Inc.,  and  M.  F. 
Quinn; 

S.  803.  An  act  to  authorize  the  sale  of 
post  route  and  rural  delivery  maps,  opinions 
of  the  Solicitor,  and  transcripts  of  hearings 
before  trial  examiners,  at  rates  to  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Postmaster  General;  and 

S.  993.  An  act  to  facilitate  the  financing 
of  the  defense  contracts  by  banks  and  other 
financing  institutions,  to  amend  the  Assign¬ 
ment  of  Claims  Act  of  1940,  and  for  other 
purposes. 

THE  TASK  AHEAD  FOR  THE  CRIME  COM¬ 
MITTEE-DISCUSSION  ON  THE  AMERI¬ 
CAN  FORUM  OF  THE  AIR 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  on 
Sunday,  April  29,  the  American  Forum 
of  the  Air  observed  twenty-third  an¬ 
niversary.  Mr.  Theodore  Granik  is  the 
moderator  of  that  program.  It  is  now 
being  sponsored  by  a  Michigan  corpora¬ 
tion,  the  Bohn  Aluminum  &  Brass  Corp., 
of  Detroit,  Mich.,  one  of  the  Nation’s 
leading  industrial  firms. 

I  believe  that  firm  is  to  be  commended 
in  particular  for  the  stand  against  com¬ 
munism  it  has  expressed  in  a  series  of 
public-service  advertisements.  I  read 
from  one  of  its  advertisements: 

Think  what  you  will  lose  if  communism 
wins.  You  won’t  be  able  to  insure  your 
family’s  future.  You  won’t  be  able  to  pray 
in  your  church.  You  won’t  be  able  to  ar¬ 
gue  your  brand  of  politics.  You  won’t  be 
able  to  work  where  and  how  you  want  to. 
You  won’t  live  as  a  free  man. 

Elsewhere  it  is  stated: 

Listen  for  the  deceitful  words  that  promise 
new  freedoms  but  promote  slavery. 

Fteedom  is  never  lost  by  a  single  act.  It 
is  stolen  by  innocent-sounding  words  that 
breed  doubt,  suspicion,  and  dissatisfaction. 

Communism  thrives  on  sugar-coated 
promises  with  pink  centers. 

Our  country  will  remain  free,  only  if  we 
listen  fop-' the  lies,  the  half  truths,  and  ex¬ 
pose  them. 

Mr.  President,  that  indicates  the  high 
standard  of  public  service  we  may  expect 
from  the  televised  American  Forum  of 
the  Air  and  Mr.  Granik,  under  his  new 


sponsor.  Mr.  Granik’s  program  is  well 
known  to  Members  of  the  Senate  from 
their  participation  on  it.  Last  Sunday 
his  program  rendered  a  service  which  is 
worthy  of  recognition  by  Congress.  I 
feel,  therefore,  that  the  Senate  should 
order  the  printing  in  the  Record  of  the 
proceedings  of  the  American  Forum  of 
the  Air  for  Sunday,  April  29,  1951.  The 
title  of  the  discussion  is  “The  Task  Ahead 
for  the  Crime  Committee.”  Four  of  the 
distinguished  members  of  that  commit¬ 
tee  were  on  the  televised  program  at 
that  time. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  the 
proceedings  of  that  program,  because  I 
think  all  Senators  should  know  about  it. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  proceed¬ 
ings  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

The  American  Forum  of  the  Air,  Sunday, 
April  29,  1951 

THE  TASK  AHEAD  FOR  THE  CRIME  COMMITTEE 

(Speakers:  Senator  Estes  Kefauver,  Dem¬ 
ocrat,  of  Tennessee;  Senator  Alexander 
Wiley,  Republican,  of  Wisconsin;  Senator 
Lester  C.  Hunt,  Democrat,  of  Wyoming;  Sen¬ 
ator  Charles  W.  Tobey,  Republican,  of  New 
Hampshire.  Moderator:  Theodore  Granik, 
founder  and  moderator  of  the  American 
Forum  of  the  Air.) 

Announcer.  Good  afternoon.  It’s  time 
again  to  join  the  American  Forum  of  the 
Air  and  a  discussion  of  the  task  ahead  for 
the  Crime  Committee.  The  topic  originally 
scheduled  for  today,  entitled  “What’s 
Ahead — Peace  or  War?”  will  be  heard  at  this 
time  next  Sunday. 

Here  today  to  discuss  the  task  ahead  for 
the  Crime  Committee  is  Estes  Kefauver, 
Democratic  Senator  from  Tennessee;  Sena¬ 
tor  Alexander  Wiley,  Republican,  of  Wis¬ 
consin;  Senator  Lester  C.  Hunt,  Democrat, 
of  Wyoming;  and  Senator  Charles  W. 
Tobey,  Republican,  of  New  Hampshire. 

This  is  the  American  Forum  of  the  Air. 

Now  here  is  your  moderator,  who,  23  years 
ago  today,  founded  the  American  Forum  of 
the  Air,  Theodore  Granik. 

Moderator  Granik.  On  Tuesday,  the  Sen¬ 
ate  Crime  Investigating  Committee  will  be 
filing  with  the  United  States  Senate  its  third 
interim  report.  This  historic  document  will 
be  of  tremendous  interest  to  every  law- 
enforcement  official  and  every  citizen  of  the 
United  States.  To  give  us  the  history  of  the 
committee’s  work  and  a  look  into  its  future, 
our  distinguished  guests,  all  of  whom  have 
performed  such  a  magnificent  public  serv¬ 
ice,  will  discuss  the  task  ahead  for  the 
Crime  Committee. 

Now,  Senators,  in  our  studio  audience  to¬ 
day  are  several  hundred  leaders  of  the  Con¬ 
gress,  of  the  Government,  and  the  press. 
They,  like  many  of  our  radio  and  television 
audience,  would  like  to  know  what  you  have 
found  to  be  the  outstanding  discoveries  by 
the  committee. 

Senator  Kefauver.  Mr.  Granik,  first  let  me 
say  how  good  it  is  to  be  with  you  on  the 
twenty-third  anniversary  of  the  American 
Forum  of  the  Air. 

I  think  the  outstanding  thing  our  Crime 
Committee  has  found  is  that  crime  does 
operate  on  a  syndicated  basis  in  the  United 
States;  that  it  is  much  more  powerful  and 
sinister  and  has  a  more  devastating  and 
undesirable  economic  influence  upon  the 
people  of  our  country  than  anyone  had 
thought;  also,  that  it  has  political  and  law- 
enforcement  connections. 

I  think  we  have  also  been  heartened  by 
the  fact  that  since  the  facts  have  become 
known,  all  levels  of  people  and  Government 
officials  are  going  to  go  after  the  proper  indi¬ 
viduals. 


Moderator  Granik.  Senator  Wiley,  do  you 
care  to  comment  on  the  crime  syndicates,  to 
which  your  earlier  report  referred? 

Senator  Wiley.  No.  But  I  would  just  like 
to  give  an  idea  in  relation  to  what  is  up 
ahead. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  public  should 
not  expect  a  series  of  intensive  hearings, 
such  as  was  held  in  the  New  York  investiga¬ 
tion,  in  the  4  months  that  are  up  ahead. 
The  workload  of  the  Congress  is  so  heavy 
today  as  to  make  it  practically  impossible 
for  us  to  schedule  hearings  more  than  once 
or  twice  a  month.  It  is  important,  of  course, 
that  we  concentrate  the  most  critical  issues 
of  our  times  on  the  sound  basis  of  first 
things  first. 

I  sincerely  feel  that  one  of  the  things  that 
has  come  out  of  this  investigation  so  far 
has  been  an  alerting  of  the  public,  a  re¬ 
awakening  of  the  public  awareness  to  the 
need  that  they,  the  public,  have  a  job  to  do. 

Moderator  Granik.  How  do  you  feel  about 
that,  Senator  Hunt? 

Senator  Hunt.  I  think,  Mr.  Granik,  that 
perhaps  the  most  noteworthy  effect  has  been 
the  unprecedented  public  interest  that  has 
been  aroused  in  the  work  that  we  have  been 
doing.  I  do  not  believe  that  ever  in  the 
history  of  Congress  has  there  been  a  com¬ 
mittee  that  has  received  the  wholehearted 
support  of  the  people  of  the  Nation  as  vie 
have.  I  think  that  proves  conclusively,  Mr. 
Granik,  that  the  great  majority  of  our 
people  throughout  the  country  want  good, 
clean  law  enforcement  on  all  levels. 

Moderator  Granik.  Senator  Tobey,  Sena¬ 
tor  Wiley  referred  to  future  hearings.  What 
cities  do  you  expect  to  visit? 

Senator  Tobey.  I  cannot  say.  The  com¬ 
mittee  has  hot  considered  that.  But  we  are 
going  to  places  before  we  get  through. 

I  would  like  to  make  this  observation  as  to 
the  committee:  There  are  three  Democrats 
and  two  Republicans.  That  is  entirely  ap¬ 
propriate  because  it  takes  three  Democrats 
to  hold  down  two  Republicans  any  -time. 

I  want  to  go  a  little  further  and  say  that 
there  are  two  outstanding  results  of  this 
investigation.  The  first  is  the  marvelous  in¬ 
vention  of  television,  the  miracle  invention, 
which  has  brought  the  results  of  this  com¬ 
mittee’s  hearings  into  millions  of  homes 
throughout  the  country  and  has  given  the 
plain  people  for  the  first  time  the  privilege 
of  seeing  their  Government  at  work. 

Moderator  Granik.  Do  you  plan  to  use  tele¬ 
vision  in  the  future? 

Senator  Tobey.  Yes,  and  we  mean  to  do 
that  every  time. 

Let  me  say  that  the  fellow  to  my  right, 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  is  being  suc¬ 
ceeded  by  Senator  O’Conor,  of  Maryland. 
That  is  all  right  by  me.  But  I  want  to  say 
that  I  would  be  guilty  of  negligence  if  I  did 
not  say  to  the  people  of  the  Nation,  that  this 
man,  Estes  Kefauver,  on  my  right,  is  a  noble 
Christian  gentleman,  who  deserves  the  high¬ 
est  praise  from  his  country.  And  I  pay  him 
that  tribute  sincerely. 

We  are  going  on,  and  the  greatest  thing 
we  can  do  is  to  uncover  in  this  country  the 
collusion  between  the  crooked  elements  of 
this  country  and  the  pubic  officials  of  the 
Government — State,  city,  and  natonal.  And 
we  are  going  to  do  that,  God  helping  us. 

Moderator  Granik.  Do  you  want  to  discuss 
that  collusion,  Senator  Kefauver? 

Senator  Kefauver.  Before  I  do  discuss  it,  I 
want  to  say  that  our  committee,  I  think, 
has  been  very  fortunate  in  that  we  have  had 
no  politics  and  no  partisanship  whatsoever  in 
our  work.  I  think  we  all  agree  that  we  have 
gone  straight  down  the  middle  of  the  road 
and  have  tried  to  find  the  facts  and  to  ex¬ 
pose  them.  In  that  way,  we  have  sought  to 
bring  pubic  attention  to  them  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  basis  for  legislation. 

I  think  I  should  mention  also  that  In 
Rudolph  Halley  and  his  associates  we  have 
had  very  excellent  teamwork  on  our  staff. 
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riminals  were  using  interstate  com- 
in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the 
sral  Government  or  of  the  several 
State 

Mr.^KEM.  The  Senator  spoke  of  put¬ 
ting  fim  things  first.  Does  not  the 
Senator  agree  that  it  is  a  good  deal  more 
important 'to  find  out  whether  integ¬ 
rity  of  the  ballot  is  being  threatened 
than  it  is  to  find  out  whether  bets  are 
being  placed  on  a  horse  race? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Yes,  but  of  course 
we  must  act  on  arid,  make  recommenda¬ 
tions  concerning  the  things  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  charged  with  doing.  After  all, 
the  Committee  on  Privileges  and  Elec¬ 
tions  investigates  frauds  in  elections  and 
thefts  in  that  connection.  That  mat¬ 
ter  was  not  in  our  jurisdiction,  because, 
as  the  Senator  from  Missouri  has  said, 
it  has  no  interstate  feature.  We  did  go 
into  it  to  a  limited  extent,  in  asking  the 
sheriffs  and  others  to  do  all  that  they 
could;  but  I  am  sure  the  Senator  from 
Missouri  does  not  expect  our  committee 
to  solve  the  crime  when  the  Federal 
grand  jury  and  the  State  grand  jury 
and  the  FBI  could  not  do  so,  and 
particularly  when  we  went  there  3V2 
years  after  the  offense  occurred. 

Mr.  KEM.  I  fully  agree  that  the 
committee  could  not  be  expected  to  solve 
the  crime;  but  I  did  indulge  in  the  hope 
that  the  committee  would  make  some 
constructive  suggestions  leading  to  the 
avoidance  of  similar  incidents  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  it 
was  not  our  duty  to  make  investiga¬ 
tions  in  reference  to  the  election  laws  of 
the  Federal  Government.  I  do  not  think 
one  can  read  the  resolution  establish¬ 
ing  the  special  committee  and  find  that 
we  were  charged  with  any  responsibility 
in  reference  to  elections. 

Mr.  KEM.  This  matter  involved  more 
than  that;  it  was  a  case  of  conspiracy 
and  of  larceny  and  of  breaking  into  'a 
public  office  in  the  night  time.  Other 
crimes  were  committed  independently 
of  the  election  laws,  on  May  27,  1947. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  We  have  recom¬ 
mended  that  certain  investigative  offi¬ 
cers  be  given  additional  staffs,  and  that 
once  a  year  the  Attorney  General  con¬ 
vene  a  special  grand  jury  for  the  i: 
vestigation  of  big-time  interstate  crimes 
and  big-time  racketeering  once  a  year 
in  the  various  districts  of  the  United 
States.  We  have  recommended  the  en¬ 
largement  of  a  special  fraud  sqjffad  that 
would  investigate  the  type  of/Crime  the 
Senator  from  Missouri  is  discussing  and 
would  have  special  jurisdiction  of  it  and 
would  see  that  the  cases  are  imme¬ 
diately  brought  before /the  grand  jury. 

So  I  think  many  of  Che  recommenda¬ 
tions  which  the  Senator  will  find  in  the 
report  will  give  higr  much  aid  and  com¬ 
fort  in  connection' with  the  theft  of  the 
ballots  at  Kansas  City,  which  all  of  us 
felt  to  be  verwCieinous  and  sinister. 

Mr.  President,  I  now  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  WTT/iIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question  before 
he  yield^the  floor? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  fjfom  Delaware. 

fr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I 
ttrfnk  the  committee  has  done  a  wonder¬ 
ful  job  in  documenting  crime  in  inter-. 


state  commerce.  Perhaps  the  question 
I  have  in  mind  is  answered  in  the  report, 
but  I  have  not  had  time  to  read  it  as  yet. 

A  few  minutes  ago  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  referred  to  laxity  in  the  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Internal  Revenue  in  regard  to 
collecting  income  taxes  from  gangsters. 
I  am  wondering  whether  in  the  opinion 
of  the  committee  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  or  the  Department  of  Justice  was 
more  or  less  aggressive  in  collecting  in¬ 
come  taxes  from  gamblers  and  rack¬ 
eteers  than  it  was  in  the  case  of  collect¬ 
ing  such  taxes  from  the  average  citizen. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Of  course,  that  is 
largely  the  job  of  the  Bureau  of  Internal 
Revenue.  We  found  the  chief  difficulty 
to  be  that  racketeers  and  gangsters  for 
the  most  part  simply  put  on  their  in¬ 
come-tax  return  “commissions,  $50,000,” 
or  “winnings,  $75,000,"  or  some  such  no¬ 
tation,  and  that  they  keep  no  books  or 
records.  So  it  is  very  difficult  to  prove 
just  how  much  money  they  do  make.  We 
found  that  the  misdemeanor  law  requir¬ 
ing  the  keeping  of  books  and  records  for 
income-tax  purposes  is  not  being  ade¬ 
quately  enforced. 

We  also  believe  that  in  the  case  of  $tll 
th^se  tax-law  violations,  too  much  time 
elapses  between  the  commission  qf  the 
offense  and  the  final  prosecution,  be¬ 
cause  such  matters  must  go  through  ap¬ 
proximately  14  steps  before  t^ey  finally 
reach  the'-Jrial  jury. 

We  found  that  an  insufficient  amount 
of  attention  was  being  gi/en  to  the  col¬ 
lection  of  income  taxe»  from  the  big- 
time  racketeers  and  gangsters,  in  our 
opinion.  Of  course,  We  felt  that  the  de¬ 
termination  of  what"  was  being  done  as 
to  them  came  within  our  field  of  activity, 
but  that  the  determination  of  what  was 
being  done  in  me  case  of  other  taxpayers 
did  not  comqwithin  the  field  of  our  ac¬ 
tivity.  How4ver,  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
that  the  racketeers  and  gangsters  do  not 
usually  Ole  complete  books  or  keep  rec¬ 
ords  tq/an  extent  at  all  comparable  with 
ept  by  the  average  businessman. 
WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
tTyf Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Of  course,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Tennessee  knows,  and  already 
has  stated,  that  it  is  now  the  law  that 
every  taxpayer  must  keep  records  avail¬ 
able  for  the  Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue, 
in  the  case  of  his  income  and  his  busi¬ 
ness  expenses.  I  wonder  whether  the 
committee  found  that  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  is  enforcing  that  law  or  is  call¬ 
ing  upon  racketeers  to  keep  books  to 
the  same  extent  that  books  are  kept  by 
the  average  American  citizen.  Certainly 
under  existing  laws  the  average  citizen  is 
called  upon  to  keep  such  records.  I 
wonder  whether  the  Treasury  Depart¬ 
ment  or  the  Bureau  of  Internal  Revenue 
have  been  lax  in  the  case  of  the  failure 
of  such  persons  to  keep  books  or  records. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Frankly,  I  think 
the  Treasury  Department  has  been  lax 
in  bringing  prosecutions  for  violations 
of  the  law  in  regard  to  the  keeping  of 
books.  Several  cases  of  that  kind  were 
brought;  but  I  think  one  of  them  was 
thrown  out  of  court,  so  the  Bureau  or 
the  Department  says  it  got  discouraged. 
These  in  charge  of  such  matters  say  they 
wish  to  be  able  to  prosecute  such  per¬ 


sons  for  the  commission  of  a  felony, 
rather  than  a  misdemeanor — of  cou/Se, 
a  violation  of  the  statute  regarding' the 
keeping  of  books  and  records  tpr  in¬ 
come-tax  purposes  is  now  a  misde¬ 
meanor — and  also  that  the  language 
of  the  statute  is  not  entirely  siftisfactory. 
However,  I  think  those  -prosecutions 
could  have  been  carried  forward  to  a 
much  greater  extent  tjrfan  they  have 
been.  The  committee#  was  not  at  all 
satisfied  in  this  respect. 

We  wish  to  recommend  to  the  Finance 
Committee  of  the^  Senate  and  the  Ways 
and  Means  Conyhittee  of  the  House  of 
Representative#  that  the  statute  be 
tightened  and"1  that  the  violation  of  the 
statute  be  made  a  felony. 

Some  representatives  of  the  Bureau 
of  Internal  Revenue  take  the  position 
that  books  and  records  filed  by  rack¬ 
eteers-  would  not  be  valid  anyway,  and 
would  not  be  believed,  so  there  is  not 
much  use  in  insisting  that  they  keep 
better  ones.  I  do  not  accept  that  state¬ 
ment.  I  think  they  ought  to  be  required 
to  file  them,  and  that,  if  they  do  not 
file  them  properly,  they  should  be  taken 
to  task  for  it.  I  believe  it  fair  to  say 
that  in  the  past  sufficient  enough  at¬ 
tention  has  not  been  paid  to  requiring 
adequate  books,  or  to  the  prosecution 
of  gamblers  and  racketeers.  But,  in  all 
fairness,  I  think  it  also  should  be  said 
that  substantial  and  very  wholesome 
steps  have  been  taken  by  the  Internal 
Revenue  Department,  which  I  hope  will 
continue.  In  any  event  we  all  now  agree, 
and  this  includes  the  Bureau  of  Internal 
Revenue,  that  the  law  ought  to  be  more 
vigorously  enforced  and  that  it  ought  to 
be  strengthened. 

I  yield  the  floor. 

SUPPLYING  OP  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  there  be  printed 
at  this  point  in  the  Record  an  editorial 
entitled  “Report  on  Migrant  Labor,” 
which  appeared  in  the  April  21,  1951, 
issue  of  America. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Report  on  Migrant  Labor 

“This  report,”  said  President  Truman  on 
April  7,  “makes  an  impressive  contribution 
to  a  subject  which  should  be  of  serious  con¬ 
cern  to  all  of  us.  It  will  be  useful  to  Gov¬ 
ernment  officials  and  the  general  public 
alike.” 

The  President  was  referring  to  the  80,000- 
word  study  that  his  five-man  Commission  on 
Migratory  Labor  (of  which  Archbishop  Rob¬ 
ert  E.  Lucey,  of  San  Antonio,  was  a  member) 
had  just  concluded.  It  is  easy  to  agree  with 
him  that  the  report  is  impressive  and  that 
it  can  be  very  useful  to  all  concerned  with 
the  difficult  and  complex  problems  of  migrant 
workers.  We  can,  unfortunately,  do  little 
more  here  than  touch  on  some  of  the  high 
spots. 

The  Commission’s  findings  corroborate 
charges  that  migrant  workers,  especially  in 
the  Southwest,  have  been  scandalously  ex¬ 
ploited.  It  noted,  however,  that  the  respon¬ 
sibility  rested  with  a  smaU  minority  of 
farms — the  125  thousand  farms  which 
amount  to  2  percent  of  the  farms  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  and  produce  crops  equal  to  approxi- 
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mately  7  percent  of  the  value  of  all  farm 
products.  Nor  are  these  large-scale,  highly 
mechanized  agricultural  units — factories  on 
the  land — solely  responsible  for  the  deplor¬ 
able  condition  of  migrant  labor.  Federal  and 
State  agencies,  including  the  Farm  Placement 
Division  of  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  must  share  some  of  the  blame. 

The  Commission  insists  that  farm-labor 
needs  can  and  ought  to  be  supplied  largely 
by  domestic  workers.  The  shortage  which  is 
said  to  exist,  and  which  is  used  as  justifica¬ 
tion  to  import  foreign  farm  hands,  is  to  a 
considerable  extent  relative.  It  is  a  short¬ 
age  of  Americans  who  are  willing  to  work  at 
the  inadequate  wage  rates  and  under  the 
substandard  conditions  which  the  farm 
owners  ofier.  The  report  notes  a  growing  in¬ 
equity  between  agricultural  and  industrial 
wages.  In  the  1910-14  period  hourly  farm- 
wage  rates  amounted  to  two-thirds  of  factory 
wages.  Today  they  are  little  more  than  a 
third.  If  annual  earnings  are  used  .as  a 
basis  of  comparison,  the  inequity  is  still  more 
pronounced.  In  1949,  factory  workers  had 
annual  earnings  of  $2,600.  The  figure  for 
farm  workers  was  $500.  In  addition,  the 
farm  worker  is  often  obliged  to  put  up  with 
unsanitary  housing,  inadequate  medical 
services,  and  inferior  educational  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  his  children.  He  is  also  deprived  of 
most  of  the  special  benefits  accorded  city 
workers.  He  has  no  workmen’s  compensa¬ 
tion,  no  unemployment  insurance,  no  pro¬ 
tection  from  the  Taft-Hartley  and  Wages 
and  Hours  Acts.  It  is  an  astonishing  fact 
that  foreigners  brought  to  this  country  by 
agreement  with  neighboring  governments 
are  better  off  than  many  American  farm 
workers. 

Among  the  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tions,  these  are  especially  noteworthy: 

1.  Creation  of  a  Federal  Committee  on 
Migratory  Farm  Labor  to  coordinate  the  ac¬ 
tivities  of  all  groups,  public  and  private, 
working  in  the  farm-migrant  field. 

2.  Guaranty  of  the  right  of  farm  workers 
to  organize  for  the  purpose  of  collective 
bargaining. 

3.  Extension  of  minimum- wage  laws  and 
unemployment  compensation  to  farm 
laborers. 

4.  Insistence  on  minimum  housing  stand¬ 
ards  for  all  workers  hired  through  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Employment  Service. 

If  past  experience  can  be  trusted,  the 
members  of  the  farm  bloc  in  Congress  will 
fight  to  the  bitter  end  against  these  and  all 
the  other  reforms  proposed  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion.  Only  the  constant  pressure  of  an  in¬ 
formed  public  opinion  can  force  them  to 
subordinate  the  greed  of  their  powerful  con¬ 
stituents  to  justice  and  human  decency. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  first  com¬ 
mittee  amendment,  on  page  1,  line  9. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
hope  we  can  proceed  now  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  pending  measure. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
take  a  few  moments  on  the  pending  bill. 
The  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  has  stated,  as  the 
overriding  reason  for  speedy  enactment 
of  Senate  bill  884,  a  need  for  legislation 
to  validate  and  implement  an  agreement 
made  between  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mex¬ 
ico  in  Mexico  City  last  January. 

It  is  stated  that,  unless  this  bill  is 
passed,  the  Republic  of  Mexico  will  not 
allow  the  migration  of  Mexican  nationals 
into  the  United  States  for  farm  work 
after  July  1. 

It  is  stated  that  the  bill  must  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  Mexican  farm  labor  in  order  to 
get  it  enacted  into  law  before  July  1. 


It  is  suggested  that  the  recruiting, 
transportation,  housing,  and  employ¬ 
ment  of  other  farm  labor,  including 
United  States  citizens  in  the  continental 
United  States,  Puerto  Rico,  and  Hawaii, 
and  including  also  British  subjects  from 
the  British  West  Indies,  be  postponed 
and  dealt  with  in  other  bills,  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  later  by  the  Labor  Committees  of 
each  House  at  some  later  unspecified 
dates. 

It  is  stated  that  American  agriculture 
must  have  continued  importation  of 
Mexican  farm  workers. 

The  senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  has  cited  the  finding  of  the 
President’s  Commission  on  Migratory 
Labor  that,  with  full  and  proper  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  United  States  citizens,  further 
such  importation  is  unnecessary. 

In  fact,  Mr.  President,  I  wish  that  all 
persons  who  are  interested  in  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  agricultural  labor,  including  a 
great  many  of  the  farmers  themselves, 
could  read  the  report  of  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Migratoi’y  Labor,  because 
I  consider  it  to  be  one  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  and  finest  jobs  of  fact-finding 
which  has  been  done  by  a  presidential 
commission  in  a  long  time.  A  summary 
of  the  report  made  to  the  President  by 
his  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor  was 
set  forth  in  a  release  issued  by  the  White 
House  on  April  7,  1951,  from  which  I 
should  like  to  quote  one  paragraph: 

We  have  long  wavered  and  compromised 
on  the  issue  of  migratory  labor  in  agricul¬ 
ture.  We  have  failed  to  adopt  policies  de¬ 
signed  to  assure  an  adequate  supply  of  such 
labor  at  decent  standards  of  employment. 
Actually,  we  have  done  worse  than  that.  We 
have  used  the  institutions  of  government 
to  procure  alien  labor  willing  to  work  under 
obsolete  and  backward  conditions,  and  thus 
perpetuate  those  very  conditions.  Although 
our  Government  is  importing  large  num¬ 
bers  of  foreign  workers  for  employment  on 
farms,  we  are  convinced  that  they  are  not 
needed  to  meet  the  food  requirements  of 
the  defense  emergency  period. 

That  is  a  very  significant  statement, 
Mr.  President.  As  I  read  the  report  of 
the  Commission,  it  makes  a  very  strong 
case  for  the  premises  which  it  seeks  to 
support,  and  the  entire  bill  ought  to  be 
considered  and  weighed  in  the  light  of 
the  Commission’s  finding. 

I  have  pointed  out  that  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has  cited  the  findings 
of  this  Commission,  and  I  have  a  num¬ 
ber  of  observations  to  make  about  the 
findings.  First,  it  seems  to  me  that  nei¬ 
ther  the  Senate  nor  the  Committee  on 
Labor  and  Public  Welfare,  of  which  I 
am  a  member,  and  which,  under  the  La 
Follette-Monroney  Reorganization  Act, 
I  believe  has  complete  and  exclusive  ju¬ 
risdiction  over  all  labor  and  related  im¬ 
migration  matters,  was  consulted  in  any 
way  at  any  time  regarding  the  making  of 
the  agreement  with  Mexico.  Therefore 
it  seems  to  me  that  wTe  have  no  respon¬ 
sibility  for  validating  or  implementing 
whatever  agreement  was  made. 

By  the  way,  I  am  not  sure  that  the 
agreement  has  actually  become  a  part 
of  the  record  of  this  debate  as  yet.  I 
doubt  whether  it  has  been  published  as 
a  part  of  this  debate.  If  so,  it  was  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Record  at  some  time  when 
I  was  not  on  the  floor,  and  in  my  re¬ 


search,  I  have  missed  finding  the  actual 
wording  of  the  agreement. 

Second,  in  my  opinion,  the  necessity 
for  such  an  agreement  and  for  the  con¬ 
tinuance  of  the  importation  of  Mexican 
labor  has  not  been  established  in  this 
debate  as  yet.  We  have  the  statement 
of  the  President’s  Commission  that  there 
is  an  adequate  supply  of  United  States 
citizens  for  farm  work,  if  an  effort  is 
made  to  recruit  them.  Probably  the 
situation  is  that  in  certain  areas  of  the 
country  there  is  a  shortage  of  farm  labor. 
I  am  not  prepared  to  say  whether  in 
other  sections  of  the  United  States  there 
is  American  labor  which  could  be  moved 
into  the  areas  of  short-labor  supply,  but 
I  am  impressed  by  the  fact  that  the 
President’s  Commission  seems  to  be  of 
opinion  that  if  we  made  an  efficient  use 
of  the  labor  which  we  have  the  supply 
would  be  adequate. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  cannot  escape 
the  conclusion  that  in  the  great  Pacific 
Northwest,  in  my  section  of  the  country, 
strong  representations  are  made  by  food 
processors,  such  as  pea  packers  and  bean 
packers,  and  by  the  fruit  raisers,  that 
they  are  looking  askance  at  the  harvest 
season,  because  they  do  not  see  where 
they  can  get  the  farm  labor  which  they 
need  in  order  to  harvest  their  crops. 
Many  of  them  seem  to  think  that  this  bill 
is  the  answer.  But  I  do  not  think  its  en¬ 
actment  would  result  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  being  supplied  with  the  farm 
labor  it  needs,  unless  there  can  be 
adopted  some  such  amendment  as  that 
proposed  by  my  colleague,  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mi-.  Cordon].  That 
amendment,  of  which  I  am  pleased  to  be 
one  of  the  sponsors,  will  provide  us  with 
a  port  of  entry  near  the  shortage  of  labor 
supply,  such  as  the  port  of  Portland, 
Or  eg.,  with  the  understanding  that  the 
Government  will  transport  the  workers 
from  whatever  foreign  country  they  are 
being  taken,  as,  for  example,  in  this  in¬ 
stance,  Mexico,  to  the  port  of  entry,  and 
that  our  farmers  then  will  be  able  to 
work  out  with  the  Government  at  the 
point  of  entry  a  contract  for  the  use  of 
such  workers,  under  acceptable  terms 
and  conditions,  in  the  food-processing 
plants  or  in  the  orchards  during  the  har¬ 
vest  season. 

The  information  which  I  receive  in  my 
office  from  the  growers  and  processors  of 
my  State  is  to  the  effect  that,  unless  such 
a  port  of  entry  is  provided,  and  unless 
the  Government  makes  it  possible  to  get 
the  workers  to  the  port  of  entry,  at  Gov¬ 
ernment  expense,  it  will  then  be  a  finan¬ 
cial  impossibility  for  them  to  hire  the 
workers  and  pay  the  transportation  costs 
from  Mexico,  for  example,  which,  as  is 
suggested  in  certain  quarters,  they  would 
have  to  pay  in  order  to  obtain  the  foreign 
labor  for  a  few  short  weeks  in  the  or¬ 
chards  and  in  the  processing  plants  of 
the  Pacific  Northwest. 

That  may  suggest  another  subsidy,  Mr. 
President,  and  I  am  perfectly  willing  to 
place  it  on  that  basis.  If  the  imported 
workers  are  needed  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  it  is  because  the  domestic  labor  sup¬ 
ply  in  that  section  has  been  interrupted 
by  the  defense  effort,  either  by  taking 
workers  into  the  armed  sendees  or  by 
taking  them  at  much  higher  wages  into 
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defense  plants,  with  the  result  that  the 
production  of  a  very  much  needed  food 
supply  is  being  interfered  with  by  the 
Government  program  itself. 

Therefore,  in  the  judgment  of  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Oregon,  we  may  as  well 
face  the  fact  that  it  is  one  of  the  defense 
costs  which  must  be  added  up  in  the 
ledger.  It  is  not  fair  or  right  to  require 
processors  or  small  fruit  ranchers  to  pay 
transportation  costs  from  Mexico  City  to 
Portland,  Oreg.,  in  order  to  hire  foreign 
labor  for  a  few  weeks  in  processing 
plants,  in  orchards,  or  on  our  farms. 
That  should  be  taken  into  account,  Mr. 
President,  before  we  come  to  a  final  con¬ 
clusion  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  making  a  very 
fine  speech  on  migratory  labor,  and  I 
am  wondering  if  he  will  permit  me  to 
make  a  short  statement  on  another 
phase  of  the  farm  problem. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  shall  be  delighted  to 
yield  the  time. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  In  my  State,  Mr. 
President,  we  have  difficulty  in  regard  to 
the  deferment  of  farm  boys  who  are 
needed  for  the  operation  of  farm  units. 
My  office  has  received  a  large  number  of 
letters  from  farm  leaders,  from  farm 
owners,  and  from  farm  operators  whose 
sons  are  being  called  into  military  serv¬ 
ice.  These  operations  are  large.  The 
farms  are  merchanically  operated.  La¬ 
bor  of  the  migratory  type  cannot  be 
used  on  such  farms. 

Last  week  I  received  a  letter  from  Ben 
Ludy,  general  manager  of  Radio  Station 
WIBW  at  Topeka,  Kans.,  the  station 
which  was  owned  by  former  Senator 
Capper.  In  one  of  the  station’s  broad¬ 
casts  some  comment  was  made  regard¬ 
ing  the  deferment  of  farm  labor.  The 
broadcaster  wondered  if  the  farmers 
themselves  had  any  idea  on  the  subject. 
The  response  in  mail  has  been  terrific, 
to  say  the  least. 

I  have  with  me  a  number  of  letters 
and  extracts  from  letters  from  farmers 
showing  the  need  for  deferment  if  farm¬ 
ers  are  to  be  successful  in  meeting  the 
food  requirements  established  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  include  extracts  from  these  let¬ 
ters  in  the  Record. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  extracts 
from  letters  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Manhattan,  Kans.,  April  21,  1951. 

Dear  Elmer:  We  have  listened  to  your  7 
o’clock  news  broadcast.  We  are  writing  con¬ 
cerning  the  draft  of  my  boy.  I  am  about  60 
years  old  and  have  one  boy  here  with  me. 
We  are  taking  care  of  437  acres  of  ground. 
We  have  150  acres  of  wheat,  125  acres,  to  go 
to  corn,  20  acres  of  alfalfa,  25  acres  "of  oats, 
and  30  acres  of  clover;  the  rest  is  pasture. 
It  is  impossible  for  me  to  handle  all  of  this 
land  if  they  draft  my  boy.  I  have  rheuma¬ 
tism  in  my  shoulders  and  can  hardly  raise 
my  arms.  We  have  farmed  in  partnership 
for  3  or  4  years  now.  My  boy  has  some  ma¬ 
chinery.  We  also  have  40  head  of  cattle  and 
about  20  brood  sows.  It  is  impossible  to  hire 
help,  so  this  work  will  just  not  be  done  if 
my  boy  is  drafted.  I  think  farming  and 


raising  food  is  as  important  as  any  occupa¬ 
tion  and  should  receive  a  little  more  con¬ 
sideration. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Norborne,  Mo.,  April  20,  1951. 

Dear  Sir:  You  have  just  finished  your  7 
o’clock  broadcast  in  which  you  said  to  write 
you  about  things  on  the  farm.  I  will  try  and 
tell  you  what  it  would  mean  to  us  to  have 
all  the  help  taken  away  from  the  farm. 
Now  our  son  had  not  intended  to  go  to  col¬ 
lege.  He  wanted  to  be  a  farmer.  So  as  his 
father  is  60  years  old,  they  intended  to  work 
a  plan  whereby  in  a  few  years  the  son  by  a 
sort  of  partnership  deal,  where  the  father 
furnishes  the  equipment  and  the  son  the 
labor,  that  the  son  could  earn  equipment  to 
farm  this  place  and  the  father  would  retire. 
And  the  son  would  be  established  for  the 
future.  Now  I  ask  you  isn’t  that  just  as 
important  to  that  boy  as  a  college  education 
is  to  some  other  boys,  and  would  it  be  fair 
to  take  him  away  from  this  and  let  some 
boy  go  to  college  that  would  only  be  going 
as  a  way  out.  That  is  not  a  fair  order.  We 
farm  364  acres  of  good  Missouri  river-bottom 
land.  We  plant  some  Pioneer  corn  too.  It 
is  a  good  corn.  Last  year  we  raised  14,900 
bushels  of  corn  and  that’s  by  weight,  not 
guess.  Also  wheat,  oats,  and  soybeans.  Of 
course  last  year  was  a  perfect  season,  but 
with  average  season  we  produce  a  lot  of 
grain;  besides  we  market  over  100  head  of 
fat  hogs  each  year,  as  well  as  a  few  calves. 
But  if  they  take  all  the  help  I  will  have  to 
quit.  I  guess  everyone  will  have  to  put  our 
boys  in  college  and  let  the  food  raising  go. 
We  will  have  to  hope  and  pray  for  peace. 
Good  luck  to  you. 

Courtland,  Kans.,  April  20,  1951. 
Mr.  Elmer  Curtis, 

WIBW,  Topeka,  Kans. 

Dear  Mr.  Curtis:  You  said  to  write  your 
problems  about  the  draft  and  labor  short¬ 
age  to  you,  so  that  is  what  I  am  doing. 

The  following  is  a  summary  of  what  we 
have: 

Wheat,  340  acres;  corn,  143;  alfalfa,  35; 
grain  sorghum,  12;  brood  sows,  20;  dairy 
cows,  8-10;  feeder  pigs,  100  or  more;  chick¬ 
ens,  500. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  sell  the  stock  and 
quit  most  of  the  land  if  I’m  taken.  There 
is  not  such  a  thing  as  skilled  labor  that  you 
can  hire  up  here. 

Yours  truly. 

Moline,  Kans,  April  1951. 

Dear  Sir:  In  regard  to  your  broadcast  on 
farm  deferments,  I  am  writing  as  to  our  sit¬ 
uation. 

We  have  one  boy  who  is  22  years  old  who 
Will  be  inducted  in  the  near  future. 

We  farm  750  acres,  120  acres  of  wheat,  50 
acres  of  oats,  and  about  30  acres  of  barley; 
35  acres  of  row  crop.  Put  up  60  acres  of 
mowland.  We  run  about  100  head  of  cattle 
a  year  and  some  steers.  We  have  all  kinds 
of  machinery,  including  a  combine.  We  do 
trade  work  with  the  neighbors  so  that  all 
may  get  along.  The  father  is  not  able  to  do 
much  work  due  to  a  rupture. 

I  do  not  understand  how  a  boy  would 
be  more  useful  in  an  army  suit  than  at  home 
with  this  set-up.  Especially  with  no  war 
being  fought. 

Yours  truly. 

Salina,  Kans. 

Dear  Sir:  I  thought  I  would  write  you  a 
few  lines  in  regard  to  my  boy  that  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  go  to  the  Army  soon. 

I  had  three  boys  in  World  War  H.  There 
Is  going  to  be  a  big  demand  for  men’s  help 
as  there  was  so  much  wheat  died  out  and 
so  much  spring  crop  could  be  put  out,  but 
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without  help  they  will  have  to  leave  the 
ground  lay  idle. 

Thanking  you  in  advance. 

Yours  truly. 

Chanute,  Kans.,  April  20,  1951. 

Dear  Sir:  Elmer  Curtis  has  been  our  7 
o’clock  newscaster  for  years  and  years.  As 
for  our  help  on  the  farm,  it  is  gradually 
vanishing. 

The  24-year-old  boy  at  home  was  classified 
I— A  the  first  of  the  year,  so  he  had  no  choice. 
He  enlisted.  The  other  younger  married  boy 
is  also  in  the  Reserves.  No  other  choice 
when  the  draft  board  classifies  them  I-A. 
What  I'd  like  to  know  is  how  do  they  expect 
us  farmers  to  increase  our  crops  with  less 
help.  And  I’m  sure  not  going  to  hire  for¬ 
eign  labor,  because  Dad  and  my  youngest  boy 
cannot  raise,  harvest,  and  care  for  the  crops 
that  these  two  older  boys  have  been  doing. 

My  older  boy  at  present  has  over  500  acres 
rented,  over  600  hens  producing  six  cases  of 
eggs  a  week,  50  head  of  registered  white 
faces,  and  10  sows  that  will  farrow  this 
spring,  and  .yet  he’s  only  waiting  for  the 
word,  and  will  have  to  have  a  sale  and  go  do 
as  they  tell  him. 

Yours  respectfully. 

Riley,  Kans.,  April  21,  1951. 
Mr.  Elmer  Curtis. 

Dear  Sir  :  We  are  farming  346  acres  of  land 
and  200  under  cultivation  and  milking  13 
cows,  forty-some  head  or  other  cattle.  Only 
my  son,  his  mother,  and  myself  on  the  farm, 
and  he  is  up  for  induction  in  the  Army  in 
May.  I  will  have  to  sell  my  milk  cows  and 
some  other  stock,  and  cannot  farm  all  of  the 
land.  It  will  have  to  lay  idle  if  he  is  taken. 

He  is  serving  his  country  much  better  on 
the  farm  than  in  the  Army.  He  is  at  home 
working  all  of  the  time. 

Yours  truly. 

Beloit,  Kans.,  April  20,  1951. 

Dear  Elmer:  On  the  7  a.  m.  news  today 
you  asked  for  letters  about  drafting  the  farm 
boys.  I  have  been  looking  for  an  excuse  to 
blow  my  top. 

We  farm  640  acres  and  have  one  child — a 
20-year-old  son.  We  couldn’t  get  as  much 
work  from  any  two  men  we  could  hire — if  we 
could  hire  any  men. 

We  have  200  acres  of  wheat,  80  acres  of 
alfalfa  and  could  put  out  300  acres  of  corn, 
but  he  is  to  be  inducted  into  the  Army 
June  1.  A  plea  for  deferment  for  farm  work 
was  ignored.  My  husband,  in  his  fifties, 
will  do  well  enough  to  harvest  the  wheat  and 
put  up  the  hay,  etc.,  so  we  have  no  choice 
but  to  sprinkle  some  clover  seed  on  the  300 
acres  and  let  it  stand. 

Sincerely  yours. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  courtesy  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  in  yielding.  The 
problem  is  a  very  serious  one  in  my  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  country.  The  boys  are  not 
asking  for  deferment  in  order  to  avoid 
military  service.  The  serious  question 
is,  Can  we  afford  to  take  these  skilled 
farm  boys  off  the  farms  at  a  time  when 
increased  farm  production  is  needed? 
We  defer  some  persons  in  industry  be¬ 
cause  they  are  in  critical  positions;  and 
we  must  give  some  consideration  to  the 
deferment  of  farm  boys  who  are  needed 
in  farm  work. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  wall  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
the  type  of  farm  work  in  Kansas  and 
the  need  for  labor  in  order  to  enable 
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that  great  breadbasket  to  operate  in  the 
interests  of  the  American  people  and  of 
the  world.  So  far  as  help  from  the  pro¬ 
posed  legislation  is  concerned,  neither 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  nor  any  other 
Senator,  nor  any  section  of  the  country, 
will  get  one  bit  of  benefit,  because  the 
labor  needed  is  the  cheapest  of  labor. 
Hence,  the  bill,  if  enacted,  would  not 
help  to  remove  the  conditions  which  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  has  in  mind. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Kansas  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  for  their  comments 
in  connection  with  this  subject.  I  should 
like  to  say  to  the  Senator  from  Kansas 
that  I  believe  there  is  great  need  for  a 
reexamination  of  the  entire  exemption 
program  in  respect  to  service  in  the 
Armed  Forces.  I  say  that  as  a  member 
of  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  and 
as  one  who  took  a  very  active  part  in  the 
debate  and  discussion  of  the  manpower 
question,  as  the  Senator  knows,  I  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Kansas  that  none 
of  us  wants  to  see  any  blanket  deferment 
granted  to  any  economic  group.  That  is 
why  I  have  taken  a  position  against  a 
blanket  deferment  for  college  students. 
I  consider  it  to  be  a  great  mistake,  and 
to  be  very  undemocratic,  and  I  know  the 
Senator  from  Kansas  will  agree  with  me 
that  it  would  be  equally  undemocratic  if 
there  were  a  blanket  deferment  for  agri¬ 
cultural  workers.  But,  as  the  Senator 
has  pointed  out,  the  Selective  Service’ 
Act  ’contemplates,  in  spirit  and  intent, 
provision  for  deferment  in  the  case  of 
men  who,  it  is  found,  can  render  greater 
service  to  the  defense  effort  by  working 
in  industry,  or  on  the  farm,  or  as  stu¬ 
dents  in  laboratories,  or  in  some  other 
capacity  where  their  skills  and  abilities 
are  needed. 

I  have  received  a  great  many  inquiries 
similar  to  those  received  by  the  Senator 
from  Kansas.  X  say  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  this  afternoon  that  I  think  the 
Selective  Service  should  give  very  careful 
attention  to  the  representations  which 
are  being  made  that  not  sufficient  atten¬ 
tion  is  being  given  to  men  in  critical 
agricultural  jobs. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CA  RL8GN.  Mr.  President,  I  know 
of  no  one  who  has  followed  this  point 
more  closely  than  has  the  Senator  from 
Oregon,  and  I  appreciate  his  remarks  on 
the  manpower  problem.  It  is  a  ques¬ 
tion  of  using  our  men  to  the  best  ad¬ 
vantage.  I  am  entirely  in  accord  with 
the  Senator’s  views  on  the  deferment  of 
college  students,  and  I  have  expressed 
myself  on  that  subject.  I  am  opposed 
to  any  blanket  deferment  of  any  group. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator 
very  much. 

Mr.  President,  returning  to  my  manu¬ 
script,  I  was  making  an  observation  to 
the  effect  that  the  necessity  for  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  Mexico  and  for  the  contin¬ 
uance  of  the  importation  of  Mexican 
labor  had  not  as  yet,  in  my  opinion,  been 
clearly  established  in  the  record  of  the 
debate. 

We  have  the  statement  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  that  there  is  an  ade¬ 


quate  supply  of  United  States  citizens 
for  farm  work,  if  an  effort  is  made  to 
recruit  them. 

We  have  the  statement  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  that,  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Appropriations  Subcommit¬ 
tee  considering  Labor  Department  re¬ 
quests,  he  has  found  that  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  has  not  even 
assembled  the  facts  about  the  numbers 
and  locations  of  workers  in  the  United 
States  available  for  farm  labor,  much 
less  conducted  an  all-out  recruiting  and 
placement  campaign. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  in  order  that  I  may  call 
his  attention  to  a  statement  from  the 
area  wherein  this  type  of  labor  is  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  sought? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  received  yesterday 
and  inserted  in  the  Record  a  telegram 
from  the  American  GI  Forum  of  Texas 
Independent  Veterans’  Organization, 
representing  50,000  American  veterans 
of  Mexican  origin,  reading  as  follows: 

Wish,  to  ask  you  to  continue  to  fight  to 
exclude  foreign  workers  especially  in  Texas. 

Thousands  of  veterans — 

The  ones  who  faced  the  music,  the 
ones  who  would  have  made  the  supreme 
sacrifice,  if  need  be,  and  the  relatives  of 
American  boys  who  were  buried,  not  in 
Texas,  but  abroad — 

Thousands  of  veterans  not  able  to  make  a 
decent  living  because  of  low-wage  competi¬ 
tion  by  wetbacks  and  imported  labor.  Thou¬ 
sands  of  children  of  veterans  are  not  able 
to  enjoy  good  health  because  veterans  and 
their  families, are  forced  to  work  for  starva¬ 
tion  wages  because  of  imported  labor.  Amer¬ 
icans  of  Mexican  origin  in  Texas  must  have 
opportunity  to  live  like  human  beings  and 
first-class  citizens.  Best  way  to  do  it  is  to 
stop  all  imported  labor. 

That  telegram  came  from  the  midst  of 
the  area  where  so-called  problem  of  the 
wetbacks  exists. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
reinforcing  the  argument  I  had  just 
completed,  namely,  that,  as  contended 
by  the  President’s  Commission,  under  a 
proper  program  of  recruitment  we  would 
have  an  adequate  labor  supply  to  meet 
our  domestic  ,  needs. 

Third,  let  us  examine  the  suggestion 
that  we  pass  this  bill  forthwith,  with¬ 
out  amendment,  limited  to  Mexican 
labor  alone  and  for  the  convenience  of 
some  large  commercial  farms  along  the 
Mexican  border,  and  that  we  postpone 
until  some  later  date  action  on  the  vastly 
greater  and  more  important  problem  of 
an  over-all  defense  emergency  farm- 
labor  program  for  United  States  citizens, 
including  residents  of  Puerto  Rico  and 
Hawaii  and  British  nationals  from  the 
British  West  Indies. 

The  chairman  of  the  Agriculture 
Committee  has  suggested  that,  because 
this  larger  problem  is  related  to  indus¬ 
trial  employment,  it  should  be  handled 
by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare.  I  am  somewhat  grati¬ 
fied  to  have  this  generous  and  gracious 
concession  on  the  record  as  to  the  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare.  It  does  amount  to 
recognition  of  the  existence  and  the  role 
of  the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Com¬ 
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mittee.  I  will  have  more  to  say  about 
this  matter  before  I  close. 

As  a  matter  of  practical  reality,  the 
suggestion  that  the  major  problem  be 
handled  later  by  the  Senate  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  Committee  comes  too 
late  in  this  session. 

That  suggestion  should  have  been 
made  last  January,  before  the  United 
States-Mexican  conference  in  Mexico 
City  at  which  the  agreement  was  worked 
out.  It  should  have  been  made  when 
this  bill  was  introduced.  The  bill  should 
have  dealt  with  the  whole  problem. 
And  the  bill  should  have  been  referred, 
not  to  the  Agriculture  Committee,  which 
under  the  La  Follette-Monroney  Reor¬ 
ganization  Act  has  no  conceivable  claim 
to  jurisdiction,  but  to  the  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  Committee  which,  under 
that  act,  has  complete,  sole  and  exclusive 
jurisdiction  in  the  fields  of  labor  and  re¬ 
lated  immigration. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  the 
provisions  of  the  Reorganization  Act, 
Public  Law  601,  Seventy-ninth  Congress, 
which  deal  with  the  standing  committees 
of  the  Senate,  in  respect  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  as 
contained  on  page  4  of  the  reprint  of 
the  act,  and  the  Coifimittee  on  Labor 
.and  Public  Welfare,  as  contained  on 
page  8  of  the  reprint  of  the  act. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  pro¬ 
visions  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

(a)  Committee,  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  to  consist  of  thirteen  Senators,  to 
which  committee  shall  be  referred  all  pro¬ 
posed  legislation,  messages,  petitions,  me¬ 
morials,  and  other  matters  relating  to  the 
following  subjects: 

1.  Agriculture  generally. 

2.  Inspection  of  livestock  and  meat  prod¬ 
ucts. 

3.  Animal  industry  and  diseases  of  ani¬ 
mals. 

4.  Adulteration  of  seeds,  insect  pests,  and 
protection  of  birds  and  animals  in  forest 
reserves. 

5.  Agricultural  colleges  and  experiment 
stations. 

6.  Forestry  in  general,  and  forest  reserves 
other  than  those  created  from  the  public 
domain. 

7.  Agricultural  economics  and  research. 

8.  Agricultural  and  industrial  chemistry. 

9.  Dairy  industry. 

10.  Entomology  and  plant  quarantine. 

11.  Human  nutrition  and  home  economics. 

12.  Plant  industry,  soils,  and  agricultural 
engineering. 

13.  Agricultural  educational  extension 
services. 

14.  Extension  of  farm  credit  and  farm  se¬ 
curity. 

15.  Rural  electrification. 

16i  Agricultural  production  and  market¬ 
ing  and  stabilization  of  prices  of  agricultural 
products. 

17.  Crop  insurance  and  soil  conservation. 
***** 

(1)  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare,  to  consist  of  thirteen  Senators,  to  which 
committee  shall  be  referred  all  proposed  leg¬ 
islation,  messages,  petitions,  memorials,  and 
other  matters  relating  to  the  following  sub¬ 
jects: 

1.  Measures  relating  to  education,  labor,  or 
public  welfare  generally. 

2.  Mediation  and  arbitration  of  labor  dis¬ 
putes. 

3.  Wages  and  hour’s  of  labor. 
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4.  Convict  labor  and  the  entry  of  goods 
made  by  convicts  into  interstate  commerce. 

5.  Regulation  or  prevention  of  importation 
of  foreign  laborers  under  contract. 

6.  Child  labor. 

7.  Labor  statistics. 

8.  Labor  standards. 

9.  School-lunch  program. 

10.  Vocational  rehabilitation. 

11.  Railroad  labor  and  railroad  retirement 
and  unemployment,  except  revenue  measures 
relating  thereto. 

12.  United  States  Employees’  Compensa¬ 
tion  Commission. 

13.  Columbia  Institution  for  the  Deaf, 
Dumb,  and  Blind;  Howard  University;  Freed- 
men’s  Hospital;  and  St.  Elizabeths  Hospital. 

14.  Public  health  and  quarantine. 

15.  Welfare  of  miners. 

16.  Vocational  rehabilitation  and  educa¬ 
tion  of  veterans. 

17.  Veterans’  hospitals,  medical  care  and 
treatment  of  veterans. 

18.  Soldiers’  and  sailors’  civil  relief. 

19.  Readjustment  of  servicemen  to  civil 
life. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Committee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
were  to  have  jurisdiction  over  the  mat¬ 
ter,  a  representative  of  the  committee 
should  have  been  sitting  in  Mexico  City 
at  the  time  the  agreement  was  drawn. 
We  are  faced,  as  is  so  frequently  the 
case  in  the  Congress,  with  an  accom¬ 
plished  fact.  We  are  being  asked  to  put 
our  stamp  of  approval  on  what  has  al¬ 
ready  been  prepared.  If  the  agreement 
contains  some  of  the  things  which  I  be¬ 
lieve  it  contains,  although  I  have  not 
been  privileged  to  read  it,  I  am  sure  that 
a  consideration  of  the  proposed  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  agreement  by  someone  repre¬ 
senting  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  at  the  time  the  Mexico 
City  conference  was  held  might  well  have 
brought  about  some  changes  in  its  lan¬ 
guage. 

Now,  seriously  to  propose  that  the 
major  problem  of  farm  labor  during  the 
defense  emergency  be  postponed  and 
handled  in  a  separate  bill  to  be  referred 
to  the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Com¬ 
mittee  in  the  Senate  and  by  the  Labor 
and  Education  Committee  in  the  other 
body  would  be  a  great  mistake  at  this 
late  date. 

The  majority  leader  was  recently 
quoted  in  the  press  as  announcing  that 
he  planned  to  do  everything  he  could  to 
bring  about  an  adjournment  by  August  1. 
I  am  willing  to  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
fact  that  if  now  we  should  put  aside  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  problem  and  should 
hold  new  hearings  and  have  further  dis¬ 
cussion  before  the  Committee  on  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare  of  the  Senate  and 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Education 
of  the  House,  we  would  be  doing  well  to 
get  through  with  the  hearings  by  Au¬ 
gust  1. 

We  are  faced  with  a  bill  which  we  must 
do  the  best  we  can  to  amend  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  so  that  it  may  meet  some 
of  the  major  objections,  and  then  start 
planning  for  a  long-term  legislative  pro¬ 
gram  in  connection  with  the  whole  prob¬ 
lem  of  migratory  labor,  to  be  taken  up 
in  the  next  session  of  Congress.  Because 
the  farm-labor  market  of  the  country 
is  disjointed  I  am  willing  to  admit  that 
there  is  need  now  for  some  legislation 


on  the  subject.  I  hope  we  can  get  the 
bill  patched  up  on  the  floor  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  with  appropriate  amendments,  so 
that  it  will  at  least  be  serviceable  for 
the  present  harvest  season. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Everyone,  I  believe,  is 
willing  to  admit  that  there  is  necessity 
for  legislation  of  this  type.  Those  of  us 
who  are  opposed  to  the  bill  as  reported 
to  the  Senate  object  only  because  we 
feel  that,  inasmuch  as  labor  is  needed 
we  should  provide  in  the  bill  for  the  im¬ 
portation  of  labor,  be  it  from  Mexico  or 
elsewhere,  only  after  an  adequate  inves¬ 
tigation  has,  been  made  as  to  whether 
American  labor  is  available.  I  do  not 
think  it  is  asking  too  much  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  consider  an  amendment  which 
would  provide  for  the  protection  of  the 
American  laborer,  who  is  willing  to  suf¬ 
fer  the  fatigue  of  stoop  work,  to  the  same 
extent  that  protection  would  be  given 
to  a  laborer  who  came  from  a  foreign 
country.  I  do  not  think  it  is  too  much  to 
ask  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  wish  to  be  recorded  at 
this  point  as  being  in  agreement  with 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  in  the 
comments  he  has  made. 

Mr.  President,  the  plain  legislative 
and  political  fact  is  that  this  bill  is  the 
only  bill  regarding  farm  labor  that  is 
likely  to  get  to  the  floors  of  both  Houses 
in  this  Congress.  Unless  it  can  be  broad¬ 
ened  to  deal  with  the  whole  problem,  to 
provide  for  the  recruitment,  transpor¬ 
tation,  housing,  placement,  and  employ¬ 
ment  of  United  States  citizens,  includ¬ 
ing  Puerto  Ricans  and  Hawaiians  and 
British  nationals  as  well  as  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals,  the  whole  fauna  labor  problem  is 
going  to  be  left  untouched,  except  for 
the  Mexican  segment  thereof.  This  is 
the  only  train  that  is  going  through. 
Unless  it  is  stopped  long  enough  to 
couple  in  cars  for  United  States  citizens 
and  other  nationals  they  are  not  going 
to  be  treated  with  the  same  consideration 
given  Mexican  nationals  under  the  bill 
as  it  was  reported  to  the  Senate.  The 
Republic  of  Mexico  is  going  to  provide 
more  protection  for  its  citizens  than  the 
Republic  of  the  United  States  of  America 
provides  for  its  citizens,  and  such  protec¬ 
tion  as  we  do  provide  will  be  given,  be¬ 
cause,  in  complying  with  the  United 
States-Mexican  agreement,  we  will  have 
to  pay  some  attention  to  the  wages  and 
conditions  offered  our  own  citizens. 

Fourth,  I  want  to  raise  a  basic  and  fun¬ 
damental  issue  that  affects  the  rights, 
powers,  and  responsibilities  of  every 
standing  committee  of  the  Senate.  To 
my  mind,  it  is  a  legislative  scandal  that, 
in  the  first  place,  the  State  Department 
and  the  Labor  Department  passed  over 
the  Labor  Committees  of  both  Houses 
and  chose  instead  to  invite  and  include 
in  the  United  States  delegation  to  the 
Mexico  City  conference  at  which  the 
agreement  was  agreed  upon  last  January 
only  representatives  of  the  Agriculture 
Committees  of  both  Houses.  Second,  in 
my  opinion  it  is  a  mistake  and  an  out¬ 
right  violation  of  the  words  and  intent 
of  the  LaFollette-Monroney  Act  to  have 


referred  the  bill  to  the  Agriculture  Com¬ 
mittees  of  both  Houses. 

With  what  were  the  conference  and 
the  bill  primarly  concerned? 

With  farm  labor,  of  course. 

But  with  farm  labor  considered  as 
human  beings  or  as  an  article  or  com¬ 
modity  of  commerce? 

That,  Mr.  President,  is  the  test. 

Only  if  more  than  1,500,000  farm 
workers  are  considered  as  a  commodity, 
as  human  livestock,  as  work  animals,  to 
be  imported,  deported,  housed  and 
treated  as  animals,  can  the  assignment 
of  such  a  bill  to  an  Agriculture  com¬ 
mittee  be  explained  or  defended. 

Mr.  President,  were  I  to  follow  my  in¬ 
clination  as  a  lawyer,  as  a  Member  of  the 
Senate  and  as  a  member  of  the  Labor 
and  Public  Welfare  Committee,  I  would 
call  for  the  defeat  of  this  bill  or  its  re¬ 
referral  to  the  Labor  and  Public  Wel¬ 
fare  Committee  on  this  ground  alone. 
But  in  this  case,  and  all  other  cases,  I 
try  to  be  practical.  We  are  faced  with 
somewhat  of  an  emergency.  We 
certainly  are  faced  with  a  time  emer¬ 
gency,  as  I  have  heretofore  stated  in 
these  remarks.  I  do  not  believe  that  the 
time  available  in  this  session  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  will  permit  us,  if  we  want  to  get  the 
crops  harvested,  to  follow  the  course  of 
action  of  referring  this  bill  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  for 
its  consideration.  Harvesting  the  crops 
is  a  matter  of  first  importance. 

As  I  have  stated,  I  think  there  are 
ar'eas  where  there  is  need  for  some  labor 
from  the  outside  to  meet  the  shortage  of 
domestic  labor  in  order  to  do  the  crop 
processing,  the  fruit  picking,  and  the 
harvesting.  Therefore,  even  though  I 
think  it  means  condoning  this  breach 
of  the  LaFollette-Monroney  Act,  I  pro¬ 
pose  that  we  work  this  bill  into  proper 
shape  by  adoption  of  the  amendment 
proposed  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  and  amendments 
proposed  by  the  senior  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  and  the  jun¬ 
ior  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey,]  so  that  the  bill  as  passed 
will  deal  with  the  entire  problem  of  farm 
labor  with  fairness  to  workers  and 
employers. 

Mr.  President,  this  morning  my  atten¬ 
tion  was  called  to  a  series  of  telegrams 
which  were  sent  to  the  majority  leader 
[Mr.  McFarland]  by  the  leaders  of  or¬ 
ganized  labor  and  by  the  leader  of  the 
Farmers  Union,  concerning  the  farm 
labor  bill  now  under  consideration.  I 
have  been  advised  that  these  telegrams 
have  already  been  considered  to  a  cer¬ 
tain  extent  in  this  debate.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  I  should  like  to  have  them  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  Record,  as  part  of  my  re¬ 
marks,  because  I  wish  to  make  a  few 
very  brief  comments  on  them.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  them  printed 
in  the  Record,  at  this  point,  as  a  part 
of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  24,  1951. — The 
Railway  Labor  Executives’  Association  today 
appealed  to  the  majority  leader  of  the  Sen- 


No.  78 - 4 


4704  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  May  1 


ate.  Senator  Ernest  MacFarland,  for  assist¬ 
ance  in  opposition  to  the  Ellender  bill,  S. 
984,  providing  for  the  importation  of  Mexi¬ 
can  workers  to  he  employed  on  corporate 
farms  in  this  country.  Telegram  of  the 
Railway  Labor  Executives’  Association  to  Sen¬ 
ator  MacFarland  follows: 

“The  EUender  bill,  S.  984,  providing  im¬ 
portation  of  Mexican  workers  to  be  employed 
on  corporate  farms  in  this  country,  which  is 
now  pending  in  the  Senate,  deeply  concerns 
all  organized  labor.  The  measure  as  reported 
is  virtually  without  standards  and  consti¬ 
tutes  a  threat  to  domestic  workers,  both  ag¬ 
ricultural  and  industrial.  It  runs  directly 
counter  to  the  findings  and  recommendations 
of  the  President’s  Commission  on  Migratory 
Labor,  which  was  issued  a  few  days  after  the 
Senate  Agriculture  Committee  reported  the 
measure.  The  Commission  report,  based  on 
many  months  of  study  and  hearings  through¬ 
out  the  country  by  the  distinguished  and 
impartial  members  of  that  body,  raises  fun¬ 
damental  questions  as  to  the  need  for  any 
legislation  to  import  foreign  workers.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  Ellender  bill  completely  dis¬ 
regards  the  recent  study  published  by  the 
Joint  Congressional  Committee  on  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Report,  showing  extensive  unemploy¬ 
ment  and  poverty  among  marginal  farm 
families  of  the  country  from  among  whom 
large  numbers  of  agricultural  workers  can  be 
recruited.  Recent  series  of  articles  in  the 
New  York  Times  and  other  newspapers  and 
magazines  have  shown  the  scandalous  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  millions  of  Mexican  im¬ 
migrants,  both  legal  and  illegal,  the  so-called 
wetbacks,  live  in  our  country.  Such  condi¬ 
tions  jeopardize  conditions  of  all  other  work¬ 
ers.  The  Ellender  measure  is  likely  to  add 
to  these  disgraceful  conditions.  In  view  of 
these  facts  it  should  be  sent  back  to  com¬ 
mittee  for  further  consideration  and  should 
go  to  the  Senate  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare  in  accord  with  the  explicit 
provisions  respecting  importation  of  foreign 
workers  and  labor  standards  contained  in 
Public  Law  601,  the  La  Follette-Monroney  Re¬ 
organization  Act.  Evidence  is  ample  that  m 
this  critical  period  of  defense  mobilization 
enough  of  our  own  citizens  can  be  mustered 
to  handle  food  and  fiber  crops  if  working 
conditions  of  minimum  decency  are  offered. 

“G.  E.  Leichty, 

“Chairman,  Railway  Labor  Execu¬ 
tives’  Association.” 

Washington,  D.  C.,  April  25,  1951. — 

A.  F.  of  L.  President  William  Green  today 
made  public  the  following  wire  opposing  the 
Ellender  bill  (S.  984)  providing  the  recruit¬ 
ment  and  importation  of  Mexican  farm 
workers.  This  wire  has  been  sent  to  Senate 
Majority  Leader  McFarland: 

“Senator  Ernest  W.  McFarland, 

" Senate  Office  Building, 

"Washington,  D.  C.: 

“The  American  Federation  of  Labor  offers 
its  objections  to  the  enactment  of  S.  984  to 
provide  for  the  recruitment  and  importation 
of  Mexican  workers  for  agricultural  labor 
in  the  United  States,  which  is  now  pending 
before  the  Senate. 

"The  bill  as  reported  by  the  committee 
does  not  provide  adequate  safeguards  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  interests  of  domestic  farm  labor, 
and  is  contrary  to  the  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  President’s  Commission 
on  Migratory  Labor,  which  was  issued  March 
26,  1951. 

“The  report  clearly  indicates  that  the  im¬ 
portation  of  foreign  farm  labor  would  be  to 
depress  still  further  the  wages  and  working 
conditions  of  American  farm  labor,  a  group 
which  is  worse  off  economically  than  any 
other  in  our  population. 

“The  A.  F.  of  L.  firmly  believes  that  the 
need  for  the  importation  of  foreign  labor 
is  overemphasized.  At  the  present  time  there 
are  approximately  150,000  agricultural  work¬ 
ers  in  Puerto  Rico  uhemployed,  and  there 


are  190,000  partially  employed — working  less 
than  30  hours  per  week.  However,  If  there 
is  a  genuine  need  for  agricultural  labor,  the 
Puerto  Rican  and  domestic  labor  market 
should  be  fully  utilized  before  Importing 
foreign  labor. 

“We  strongly  urge  that  S.  984  in  its  present 
form  be  recommitted  back  to  committee 
with  Instructions  to  provide  for  the  recruit¬ 
ment  of  American  workers  wherever  they 
are  needed,  under  decent  working  condi¬ 
tions  and  adequate  wages,  before  any  at¬ 
tempt  is  made  to  bring  in  foreign  farm  labor. 

“William  Green, 

". President ,  American  Federation  of 
Labor" 

Patton  Urges  Defeat  of  Ellender  Farm 
Labor  Bill 

Washington,  D.  C„  April  25,  1951. — In  a 
telegram  sent  today  to  Senate  Majority 
Leader  Ernest  A.  McFarland,  James  G.  Pat¬ 
ton,  president  of  the  National  Farmers  Union, 
urged  the  defeat  of  the  Ellender  bill  (S.  984) 
providing  for  the  importation  of  cheap  for¬ 
eign  labor. 

The  text  of  the  telegram  is  as  follows: 

“National  Farmers  Union  believes  S.  984 
should  be  defeated.  Bringing  in  cheap  for¬ 
eign  labor  without  setting  decent  stand¬ 
ards  and  without  first  trying  to  recruit  tre¬ 
mendous  numbers  of  underemployed  Amer¬ 
ican  agricultural  workers  breaks  faith  with 
the  American  people  and  their  ideals.  This 
supply  of  cheap  foreign  labor  threatens  both 
the  family  farm  as  the  basic  pattern  of  Amer¬ 
ican  agriculture  and  the  hard-earned  gains 
of  American  labor.  This  bill  violates  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman’s  manpower  policy  declaration 
of  January  17  giving  full  assurance  that 
full  use  of  domestic  manpower  resources 
will  be  made  before  bringing  in  foreign  work¬ 
ers.  It  ignores  careful  findings  of  Spark¬ 
man  committee  report  on  low-income  rural 
families,  revealing  existence  of  equivalent  of 
more  than  2,500,000  underemployed  agricul¬ 
tural  workers.  Bill  was  reported  out  before 
President’s  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor 
gave  its  report  to  the  President,  portraying 
disgraceful  conditions  of  migrant  workers 
and  subservience  of  many  Government  offi¬ 
cials  to  pressures  of  big  growers.  We  urge 
Senate  to  reject  this  bill  and  consider  first 
legislation  for  the  effective  utilization  of 
American  workers.” 


National  Farmers  Union, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  30, 1951. 
Senator  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  In  accordance  with 
our  conversation  of  this  afternoon,  I  -am 
sending  along  some  material  on  farm  labor 
which  may  be  of  use  to  you. 

The  Ellender  bill  is  a  vicious  piece  of  legis¬ 
lation  which  threatens  not  only  the  stand¬ 
ards  of  American  workers,  but  also  the  family 
farm  as  the  basic  pattern  to  American  agri¬ 
culture.  Ignoring  ample  evidence  showing 
vast  numbers  of  underutilized  American 
agricultural  workers,  the  proponents  of  this 
legislation  are  intent  upon  bringing  into  this 
country  all  the  cheap  foreign  labor  that  they 
possibly  can  get.  In  back  of  this  bill  have 
been  the  big  growers  as  well  as  the  food  proc¬ 
essors  who  have  sought  to  have  the  defini¬ 
tion  of  agricultural  workers  broadened  so  as 
to  include  workers  in  the  various  food  proc¬ 
essing  industries.  Fortunately  this  latter 
provision  has  been  eliminated  from  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill. 

It  is  significant  that  no  attempt  has  been 
made  by  those  crying  most  loudly  for  agricul¬ 
tural  labor  to  say  that  they  will  offer  decent 
standards  of  working  conditions  as  an  in¬ 
ducement.  They  much  prefer  to  continue 
the  shocking  living  and  working  conditions 
now  existing  for  migrant  agricultural  work¬ 
ers,  both  domestic  and  foreign.  They  too 


often  have  enjoyed  the  sympathy  and  sup¬ 
port  of  the  Farm  Placement  Service  in  the 
Department  of  Labor,  a  group  which  generally 
has  responded  with  amazing  alacrity  to  the 
demands  of  the  growers.  An  illustration  of 
this  is  afforded  by  the  structure  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  special  farm  labor  committee  to 
the  Farm  Placement  Service.  This  com¬ 
mittee  is  composed  solely  of  grower  and  proc¬ 
essor  representatives.  They  have  been  quick 
to  report  great  shortages  of  labor,  and  they 
have  repeatedly  indicated  that  it  will  be  im¬ 
possible  to  harvest  the  large  crops  needed  in 
the  mobilization  period  without  the  impor¬ 
tation  of  farm  labor.  When  it  is  suggested 
to  them  that  might  they  not  look  toward  the 
underutilized  American  workers  they  be¬ 
come  angry  and  say  there  is  no  time  for 
social  revolution. 

The  moral  issue  here  is  quite  clear.  These 
migrant  workers  have  been  abused  and  ig¬ 
nored  for  many  years  now,  and  their  con¬ 
ditions  have  gotten  worse  rather  than  better. 
Recent  stories  such  as  those  in  the  New  York 
Times  have  emphasized  how  shocking  are 
their  living  and  working  conditions. 

On  the  mobilization  side  the  issue  seems 
equally  clear.  At  a  time  when  the  Nation 
is  seeking  to  employ  to  the  fullest  capacity 
its  total  manpower  resources,  it  is  wasteful 
to  ignore  this  potential  pool.  Yet  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  Ellender  bill  propose  to  do 
just  that. 

The  Report  of  the  President’s  Commission 
on  Migratory  Labor,  which  I  am  enclosing, 
offers  abundant  evidence  to  document  the 
misery  and  abuse  which  migrant  workers 
know.  Practically  every  page  offers  illustra¬ 
tions  from  the  field  of  what  is  happening  in 
America  in  1951.  This  was  a  carefully  drawn 
up  report  and  was  made  by  a  group  of  out¬ 
standing  people.  Pages  177  to  185  summa¬ 
rize  their  recommendations.  Yet,  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  Ellender  bill  were  most,  eager 
not  to  hear  what  was  in  this  report. 

Under  employment  of  rural  families,  a 
study  prepared  for  the  Joint  Committee  on 
Economic  Report,  spells  out  the  extent  of 
the  under-utilization  of  America’s  farm 
people.  I  have  marked  for  your  attention 
pages  3  to  5,  11,  19,  and  20.  This  report  con¬ 
cludes  that  if  we  were  to  utilize  fully  the 
rural  people  discussed  here,  we  would  achieve 
the  equivalent  of  adding  2,500,000  workers 
to  our  total  labor  force.  The  proponents  of 
the  Ellender  bill  made  clear  at  the  Senate 
Agriculture  hearings  that  they  had  not  the 
slightest  interest  in  utilizing  these  people. 
To  employ  them  would  mean  setting  up 
decent  standards  for  agricultural  workers. 
Like  the  industrialists  of  an  earlier  period, 
the  feudal  lords  of  agriculture  much  prefer 
to  import  cheap  foreign  labor. 

I  should  emphasize  that  the  issue  is  not 
that  of  opposing  the  importation  of  foreign 
labor.  If  these  people  are  needed,  then  cer¬ 
tainly  we  should  take  steps  to  bring  them 
in.  But  we  should  also  make  certain  that 
they  come  under  decent  standards.  And 
even  more  important,  we  must  be  certain 
that  we  have  tried  to  utilize  our  own  neg¬ 
lected  rural  people.  The  hostility  which 
many  labor  groups,  church  groups,  and  the 
Farmers  Union  have  shown  to  this  bill  is 
based  upon  a  conviction  that  its  advocates 
are  not  interested  in  such  prior  considera¬ 
tions. 

If  we  can  be  of  any  further  help  to  you, 
please  do  not  hesitate  to  call  upon  us.  We 
deeply  appreciate  your  interest  in  this  mat¬ 
ter. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  Engler. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  while  I 
am  inserting  material  in  the  Record,  at 
this  point,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  I 
should  like  to  have  printed  in  the  Record 
a  letter  which  I  have  received  from  the 
president  of  the  Oregon  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  in  regard  to  the  problem 
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which  is  involved  in  the  pending  legis¬ 
lation,  including  a  copy  of  a  letter  which 
he  addressed  to  my  senior  colleague  [Mr. 
Cordon)  ,  with  copies  to  the  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Oregon  delegation,  and  my 
reply  to  his  letter. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  corre¬ 
spondence  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in 
the  Record,  as  follows: 

February  19,  1951. 
Mr.  Marshall  Swearingen, 

President,  Oregon  Farm  Bureau 

Federation,  Salem,  Oreg. 
Dear  Mr.  Swearingen:  Thank  you  very 
much  for  your  letter  of  February  12,  enclos¬ 
ing  copy  of  a  letter  to  Senator  Cordon. 

I  am,  indeed,  very  much  interested  in  hav¬ 
ing  Portland  made  a  point  of  entry  in  re¬ 
gard  to  any  program  for  getting  offshore 
labor.  You  may  be  sure  that  I  shalL  care¬ 
fully  scrutinize  any  administrative  (^legis¬ 
lative  proposals  on  this  problem  with  that  in 
mind. 

With  kind  regards, 

Sincerely  yours, 

Wayne  Morse. 

Oregon  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

Salem,  Oreg.,  February  12,  1951. 
The  Honorable  Wayne  Morse, 

The  United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  The  enclosed  letter 
to  Senator  Cordon  is  self-explanatory. 

We  feel  that  if  this  suggestion  is  suffi¬ 
ciently  supported  by  many  groups  in  the 
State  of  Oregon  and  by  some  groups  in  our 
neighboring  States  of  Washington,  Idaho, 
and  the  northern  part  of  California,  that 
Portland  could  be  made  a  port  of  entry. 
While  this  would  not  solve  the  entire  prob¬ 
lem,  it  would  help. 

We  thought  you  would  be  interested  in 
what  we  are  doing  on  the  subject  and  we 
encourage  you  to  advise  us  of  your  actions. 
Yours  very  truly, 

Marshall  Swearingen, 

President. 

Oregon  Farm  Bureau  Federation, 

February  12,  1951. 

Re  offshore  labor  as  it  affects  the  Pacific 
Northwest  problem. 

The  Honorable  Guy  Cordon, 

The  United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Cordon:  As  you  know,  the 
general  matter  of  offshore  labor  is  of  extreme 
importance  for  this  coming  harvest  season. 
Vou  further  are  aware  of  a  series  of  meet¬ 
ings  recently  held  in  Washington,  D.  C.  with 
representatives  of  the  various  grower  organ¬ 
izations  and  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

While  the  general  problem  has  been  under¬ 
taken  with  a  workmanlike  fashion,  and  v/e 
believe  the  steps  on  the  general  problem  will 
lead  to  proper  handling  of  the  problem. 
None  the  less  it  appears  that  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  due  to  its  geographical  problems, 
has  become  a  second  cousin  as  compared 
to  the  over-all  picture. 

We  refer  to  the  great  area  of  the  South 
and  the  East,  and  even  California,  and  the 
Other  States  near  or  bordering  on  the  Mexi¬ 
can  boundry.  These  folks  apparently  seem 
quite  satisfied  with  the  way  the  program  is 
going,  and  are  not  interested  in  any  pay¬ 
ment  of  transportation  beyond  the  nearest 
point  of  entry. 

As  you  know  the  nearest  port  of  entry  for 
even  the  Portland  area  is  some  800  miles  from 
San  Francisco,  and  therein  lies  our  sugges¬ 
tion  for  at  least  a  partial  solving  of  the 
Northwest  problem. 

We  believe  that  Portland  should  immedi¬ 
ately  be  made  a  port  of  entry  and  would  like 
to  submit  that  nearly  all  of  the  area  which 
would  be  served  from  that  point  including 
Washington,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  even  the 


Tulelake  portion  of  California  is  within  the 
500-mile  limit. 

Probably  the  establishment  of  Portland  as 
a  port  of  entry  would  do  more  to  give  the 
Northwest  a  break  than  any  other  move  we 
might  make  at  this  time,  although  other 
alternate  proposals  may  be  made. 

We  have  talked  this  matter  over  with  Mr. 
Snyder  of  the  Blue  Lake  Cannery,  some  of  the 
folks  of  the  Portland  Chamber  of  Commerce, 
and  we  are  now  contacting  the  Farm  Bureaus 
of  Washington,  Idaho,  and  the  labor  users  in 
northern  California. 

We  would  appreciate  your  interesting 
yourself  in  this  matter  if  you  have  not  al¬ 
ready  done  so,  and  at  the  same  time  advising 
us  what  further  steps  we  might  take  to  urge 
the  establishment  of  Portland  as  a  port  of 
entry. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Marshall  Swearingen,  President. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  to  have  printed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks  another 
letter  which  was  sent  to  my  senior  col¬ 
league,  with  copies  to  the  other  members 
of  the  Oregon  delegation,  from  Robert  K. 
Norris,  of  the  labor  committee  of  the 
Rogue  Valley  Traffic  Association  and 
Fruit  Growers’  League. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

April  23,  1951. 

Senator  Guy  Cordon, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

V/ashington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Cordon  :  Thank  you  for  your 
letter  of  April  13,  relative  to  the  importation 
of  foreign  labor,  together  with  copies  of  the 
Senate  and  House  bills. 

We  have  gone  over  both  bills,  and  while  in 
our  opinion,  some  additional  Federal  funds 
should  be  appropriated,  and  might  have  to  be 
appropriated  in  the  future,  to  aid  the  farm¬ 
er  in  carrying  the  very  heavy  added  financial 
burden  of  importing  foreign  labor,  we  real¬ 
ize  that  because  of  other  pressure,  these  bills 
are  probably  about  the  best  that  can  be  ob¬ 
tained  at  this  time. 

Medford  growers,  for  example,  have  put  a 
lot  of  money  in  the  past  years  into  their  labor 
camp,  but  are  digging  up  another  $10,000  at 
this  time  to  put  the  camp  in  shape  for  the 
coming  season.  Payment  of  going  wages  for 
the  foreign  labor  is  fixed  and  satisfactory, 
but  the  three  quarter  guaranteed  working 
time  clause  plus  board  payment  for  non¬ 
work  days,  together  with  transportation  costs 
to  and  from  the  border,  and  a  $20  payment 
per  man  at  the  border  will  run  our  costs  very 
high. 

We  are  perhaps  more  fortunate  at  Medford 
than  most  other  districts  in  that  barring 
bad  weather,  we  can  give  reasonable  steady 
employment  to  these  men  for  2  months. 
Under  the  4-month  contract  we  plan  to 
work  with  peas  in  eastern  Oregon,  which 
tie-in  the  6  weeks  ahead  of  Medford.  If  pos¬ 
sible,  we  will  try  to  help  Hood  River  or 
Klamath  potatoes  on  the  tail  end  of  the 
season.  This  combination  should  work  fairly 
well  with  a  minimum  expense  for  loss  of 
working  time. 

We  do  not  expect  to  break  even  on  the 
allowed  $1.75  per  day  for  board.  Our  total 
cost  for  use  of  the  450  men  at  Medford  for 
transportation,  loss  of  time,  additional  board 
cost,  camp  maintenance,  $20  per  man  to  the 
Government  for  recruitment  costs  and  trans¬ 
portation  will  run  to  approximately  $70,000 
over  and  above  normal  wage  payments.  I 
hope  the  return  for  the  fruit  will  warrant 
this  expense. 

The  set-up  in  other  districts  of  the  State 
is  generally  worse  than  our  own.  I  attended 
a  meeting  in  Salem  last  Monday  of  represent¬ 
atives  from  different  parts  of  the  State,  where 
they  are  worried  about  the  harvest  labor 
situation.  When  the  picture  of  added  costs 
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above  normal  wages  for  this  help  was  given 
to  them,  many  of  them 'shook  their  heads 
and  left  the  meeting.  They  felt  the  added 
costs  of  quaqlifying  to  employ  foreign  work¬ 
ers  would  be  prohibitive  to  their  farmers. 

A  part  of  this  would  be  caused  by  the 
required  4-month  contract  which  does  not 
lend  itself  too  well  to  short  peak  use  of 
foreign  labor.  Cherries,  hops,  beans,  and 
other  truck  crops,  all  call  for  rather  large 
numbers  of  workers,  but  only  for  a  2-  or 
3-week  period.  Frequently  these  crops  over¬ 
lap  and  all  want  them  at  the  same  time, 
with  large  gaps  of  unemployment  between. 
Loss  of  time  and  board  payment  runs  up  the 
cost.  Peas  in  eastern  Oregon  for  a  6-week 
period  ties  in  pretty  well  with  Medford’s 
8  weeks.  Loss  of  working  time  and  board 
payments  would  not  be  too  severe.  Sugar 
beets  also  have  reasonably  long  runs  in  the 
spring  and  fall,  and  can  probably  qualify. 

But  there  will  be  such  sizeable  gaps  be¬ 
tween  cherries,  the  different  truck  crops, 
hops  and  late  fruit  in  Hood  River,  and  pota¬ 
toes  in  Klamath,  that  the  farmers  are  dis¬ 
couraged  about  the  whole  deal.  They  feel 
that  with  unemployment  pay  and  board 
payments  for  loss  of  time  between  jobs,  plus 
going  wages  and  transportation  for  peak 
short  time  usage  of  foreign  labor,  the  farmer 
cannot  get  out  with  a  whole  skin.  Un¬ 
doubtedly,  most  of  these  farmers  will  not 
sign  up  for  foreign  labor  and  will  try  to  get 
by.  As  a  result  there  will  be  a  severe  labor 
shortage,  particularly  in  the  Willamette  Val¬ 
ley  and  probably  in  Hood  River,  and  Klamath 
potatoes.  A  part  of  the  corp  will  not  be  har¬ 
vested.  Looking  ahead  in  1952,  when  more 
men  may  be  under  arms  and  more  employed 
in  war  industry,  unless  some  help  is  given 
these  farmers  in  the  way  of  shorter  contract 
periods,  or  part  payment  of  subsistance  and 
transportation  of  foreign  labor,  you  would 
do  as  the  farmers  will  do,  simply  not  plant 
as  much  acreage  and  in  many  cases  move  to 
-employment  in  war  industry. 

If  foodstuffs  are  needed  in  the  future  and 
labor  does  not  become  more  available,  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  over  and  above  mere  recruit¬ 
ment  at  the  growers’  expense  at  the  border 
will  have  to  be  given. 

We  still  feel  that  emergency  funds  are  used 
to  transport  labor  across  country  to  ship¬ 
yards  and  other  centers  of  industry  and  to 
subsidize  industry  in  unusual  costs  of  re¬ 
tooling  and  manufacture  of  needed  goods. 
Certainly  food  is  also  a  necessary  part  of  the 
program  and  it  is  reasonable  that  more  help 
must  be  given  the  farmers  of  the  Northwest 
to  help  in  covering  some  of  their  unusual 
expense,  or  production  will  be  curtailed  as 
the  labor  market  continues  to  tighten.  The 
Northwest,  we  believe,  is  a  bit  different  from 
most  other  sections  of  the  country,  in  that 
most  of  these  high  producing  and  specialized 
crop  districts  lie  many  miles  to  hundreds  of 
miles  from  large  centers  of  population. 
Farmers  are  dependent  upon  migratory 
workers,  which  supply  dries  up  in  times  of 
heavy  employment  in  industry. 

If  it  is  anticipated  that  a  shortage  of 
migratory  labor  will  be  with  us  for  the  next 
year  or  two  ahead,  and  if  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  is  sincere  in  their  request  for 
greater  production  of  foodstuffs,  the  present 
bill  should  be  liberalized  to  allow  for  greater 
aid  to  Northwest  farmers,  at  this  time. 

Harvest  season  is  only  a  few  months  away. 
Even  only  a  partial  loss  of  crops  this  season 
from  lack  of  labor  would  materially  reduce 
fall  planting  and  loss  of  production  in  1952. 
However,  the  present  bills  are  better  than 
nothing  at  all,  and  rather  than  run  the 
chance  of  having  no  bill,  you  might  deem  it 
best  to  go  ahead  with  the  present  bills,  and 
consider  emergency  appropriations  as  the 
situation  becomes  more  critical. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  K.  Norris, 

Labor  Committee  Rogue  Valley  Traf¬ 
fic  Association,  and  Fruit  Growers 
League,  Inc. 
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Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  also 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  Record  at  this  point  as  a  part  of 
my  remarks  a  letter  which  I  received 
from  Mr.  Charles  R.  Jacobs,  editor  of 
the  Western  Canner  and  Packer,  to¬ 
gether  with  a  news  release  and  a  brief 
article  dealing  with  the  question,  “Where 
will  we  get  the  workers  for  the  1951 
harvest  season?” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
and  articles  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Western  Canner  and  Packer, 

San  Francisco,  Calif.,  April  17,  1951. 
The  Honorable  Wayne  Morse, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Morse:  Enclosed  are  tear 
sheets  from  the  April  issue  of  Western  Can¬ 
ner  and  Packer  on  the  article,  Where  Will 
We  Get  the  Workers  for  the  1951  Harvest 
Season?  The  material  contained  in  it  is 
the  result  of  carefully  conducted  question¬ 
naires,  personal  interviews,  and  previously 
published  material.  Unquestionably,  we 
feel  that  it  accurately  reflects  the  attitude 
of  packers,  canners,  and  farmers,  and  par¬ 
ticularly  those  in  the  western  regions. 

Also  enclosed  is  a  photostatic  print  repro¬ 
duced  from  a  California  newspaper  ema¬ 
nating  from  Associated  Press.  The  diver¬ 
gence  of  opinion  between  this  press  clipping 
and  our  article  is  quite  evident  and  raises 
considerable  doubt  in  my  mind  that  the 
Commission  is  fully  aware  of  the  true  facts. 
Certainly  the  California  packer  and  canner 
does  not  feel  complacent  nor  assured  that 
domestic  help  is  going  to  solve  his  difficulties 
without  the  need  for  foreign  importation, 
the  awareness  of  this  need  is  just  as  fully 
felt  by  Gov.  Earl  Warren.  Such  findings  by 
this  Commission  appointed  by  President 
Truman  sound  ridiculous  and  quite  devoid 
of  justifiable  evidence  to  western  packers. 

I  would  like  to  invite  any  comments  you 
might  care  to  make  either  in  justification, 
condemnation,  or  in  explanation.  As  a  pub¬ 
lication,  Western  Canner  and  Packer  is  rec¬ 
ognized  as  an  authoritative,  impartial  trade 
journal  that  has  been  held  in  respect  by  the 
trade  since  1905.  We  are  not  in  the  habit  of 
publishing  what  we  can’t  substantiate. 
From  the  standpoint  of  our  readers  and  the 
industry  we  represent  we  would  like  evidence 
the  afore-mentioned  Commission  knows 
what  it  is  talking  about. 

Sincerely, 

Western  Canner  and  Packer, 
Charles  R.  Jacobs,  Editor. 

United  States  Doesn’t  Need  Foreign  Farm 
Help,  Commission  Finds 

Washington. — A  presidential  commission 
has  reported  this  country  does  not  need  for¬ 
eign  farm  laborers.  It  urged  more  efficient 
use  of  Americans  with  better  wages  and 
living  standards. 

In  a  report  Sunday,  President  Truman’s 
migratory  labor  commission  said  there  are 
about  1,000,000  migratory  farm  workers  in 
this  country,  half  of  them  from  Mexico. 
Some  80  percent  of  the  Mexican  workers,  It 
said,  crossed  the  border  illegally.  Other 
foreign  workers  were  brought  into  agri¬ 
cultural  areas  to  meet  local  labor  short¬ 
ages. 

The  five-man  commission,  named  by  Mr. 
Truman  last  June  3,  said  foreign  workers 
depressed  wages  of  competing  Americans 
and  brought  on  serious  health  situations. 
It  noted  that  some  foreign  workers  also  took 
nonfarm  jobs,  lowering  the  average  pay. 

Besides,  it  contended,  the  domestic  labor 
supply  would  be  adequate  to  produce  all  the 
food  needed  in  the  present  emergency,  if 
farm  pay  and  living  conditions  were  im¬ 
proved.  - 


The  commission  proposed  Federal  aid  to 
States  and  changes  in  administration  and 
legislation  to  solve  the  problem. 

President  Truman,  commenting  on  the 
report  said  it  deserves  the  careful  considera¬ 
tion  of  all  of  us — the  Congress,  the  execu¬ 
tive  agencies,  and  the  general  public. 

The  commission  drew  a  drab  picture  of 
the  migratory  form  workers  on  the  move 
from  one  area  to  another: 

"They  neither  claim  the  community  as 
a  home  nor  does  the  community  claim  them. 
Local  authorities  are  not  insensitive  to  the 
misery  of  migrants,  although  under  present 
laws  of  residence,  they  are  almost  helpless 
to  deal  with  it.” 

The  commission  recommended: 

1.  A  Federal  committee  on  migratory  farm 
labor  to  coordinate  Federal,  State,  and  pri¬ 
vate  activities  relating  to  such  labor. 

2.  Legislation  prohibiting  employment  of 
aliens  illegally,  authorizing  the  immigration 
and  naturalization  service  to  search  farms 
— but  not  farm  homes — for  illegal  aliens  and 
providing  fines  against  persons  hiring  and 
transportaing  illegal  aliens. 

3.  That  United  States  citizens  in  Puerto 
Rica  and  Hawaii  be  given  first  call  when 
outside  labor  is  needed. 

4.  That  agricultural  workers  be  given  legal 
assurance  of  their  right  to  organize  by  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  Taft-Hartley  Act  to  large 
farms. 

5.  Grants-in-aid  by  the  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  to  States  for  the  establishment  of 
labor  camps.  Development  of  a  rural  non¬ 
farm  housing  program  for  migrants  when 
they  are  not  traveling  to  jobs. 

6.  That  social  security,  public  health,  and 
education  programs  be  extended  to  cover 
migratory  workers,  with  Federal  financial 
aid  to  the  States  and  cities. 

[From  Western  Canner  and  Packer  for  April 
1951] 

Where  Will  We  Get  the  Workers  for  the 

1951  Harvest  Season? — Food  Growers  and 

Processors  Face  an  Extreme  Manpower 

Shortage  in  the  Months  Ahead:  Industry 

and  Government  Are  Still  Seeking  the 

Solution 

Faced  with  a  steadily  increasing  national 
defense  program  that  is  skyrocketing  man¬ 
power  requirements  for  all  industry  as  well 
as  for  the  armed  services,  agriculture,  which 
is  already  suffering  labor  shortages,  is  con¬ 
fronted  with  an  extreme  shortage  in  1951. 

That  this  condition  is  readily  recognizable 
is  the  fact  that  uneasiness  is  reflected  among 
the  growers,  the  processors,  the  canners  and 
packers,  and  others  who,  by  the  nature  of 
their  business,  will  be  directly  affected.  Men 
close  to  the  problem  estimate  that  for  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Arizona  alone,  the  1951  harvest 
season  will  require  at  least  35,000  offshore 
domestics  and  farm  workers.  Efforts  to  eval¬ 
uate  the  situation  in  terms  of  majority  rea¬ 
soning  point  to  a  wide  divergence  of  ideas 
and  opinions  depending,  apparently,  upon 
how  the  individual  or  group  is  affected. 

In  a  sectional  poll  of  a  group  of  repre¬ 
sentative  packers  and  canners,  in  a  more  or 
less  localized  California  area,  the  consensus 
was  this : 

A  labor  shortage  possibly  even  worse  than 
that  experienced  in  World  War  H. 

The  shortage  will  apply  to  skilled  and 
semiskilled  as  well  as  common  stoop  labor. 

The  Government  should  do  everything 
possible  to  import  foreign  nationals,  such 
as  Mexicans,  Puerto  Ricans,  Hawaiians,  etc., 
and  should  also  recognize  the  necessity  for 
certain  types  of  farm  workers  and  give  them 
draft  deferments. 

The  local  communities  are  doing  very  little 
If  anything  about  the  situation. 

Answers  to  the  question,  “What  can  an 
Individual  firm  such  as  yours  do?”  produces 
replies  that  varied  from  ’.’nothing”  to  a  vague 
"I  don’t  know,”  to  “we  can  do  little  except 


support  local,  State,  and  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  organizations  and  use  labor-saving 
equipment  wherever  possible.” 

Oregon,  Washington,  and  Utah,  as  well, 
seem  even  more  vague  in  the  wholehearted 
support  of  the  use  of  foreign  nationals  but 
they  have  requested  help  from  Washington, 
D.  C.,  and  appear  to  be  willing  to  go  along 
with  any  concrete  solution  to  the  problem 
that  might  be  forthcoming  from  that  source. 
Statewise  and  through  local  communities, 
they  are  making  determined  efforts  to  de¬ 
velop  programs  whereby  help  may  be  ob¬ 
tained  through  groups  and,  particularly,  by 
the  use  of  youth  organizations  and  school 
children. 

In  connection  with  this,  one  source  in  the 
Northwest  States,  "as  you  know,  one  of  the 
real  troubles  we  run  into  is  the  unemploy¬ 
ment  pay  and  pension  question  and  we  are 
endeavoring  to  overcome  this.  However,  it 
is  not  going  to  be  easy:  it  looks  as  though  a 
big  crop  is  coming  up  this  year  and  our  chief 
difficulty  will  be  to  get  it  off  the  fields.  We 
would  certainly  welcome  suggestions  as  to 
how  to  get  people  to  work  when  they  do  not 
want  to.” 

ILLINOIS  VIEWPOINT 

In  Illinois,  the  first  meeting  of  the  State 
placement  advisory  committee  was  held  in 
January,  together  with  members  of  the  State 
Employment  Service  and  the  USES  regional 
office.  Responsible  representatives  of  gen¬ 
eral  farming  felt  that  if  a  solution  were  not 
evolved  there  would  be  a  definite  decrease  in 
farm  production  by  1952.  Out  of  that  meet¬ 
ing  came  the  agreement  that  a  method 
should  be  devised  for  deferring  key  men  in 
agricultural  positions  from  military  service 
to  some  reasonable  extent.  It  was  also  felt 
that  as  more  farm  workers  are  taken  for  mili¬ 
tary  service,  farmers,  having  a  comparatively 
intimate  acquaintance  of  long  standing  with 
their  county  agents,  might  likely  feel  that 
such  agents  could  better  handle  the  jcb  of 
farm  labor  recruitment  than  the  employ¬ 
ment  service.  If  this  were  the  case,  there 
might  be  developing  pressure  to  remove 
agricultural  labor  procurement  from  the  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  once  more  and  return  it 
to  agriculture. 

HAWAH  POSSIBILITIES 

Insofar  as  Hawaii  is  concerned,  there  ap¬ 
pears  to  be  no  anticipated  shortage  of  har¬ 
vest  labor  in  1951  and,  according  to  published 
figures  in  December  1950,  there  were  some 
17,000  unemployed  persons  of  whom  6,000  are 
Filipino  agricultural  workers  (80  percent  of 
them  aliens) .  California  is  eyeing  this  source 
with  considerable  interest  and  it  seems  there 
is  a  possibility  that  recruitment  of  labor  in 
Hawaii  for  the  mainland  may  be  undertaken 
under  official  supervision.  A  survey  has 
been  started  there  with  the  determination 
of  that  possibility  as  one  of  its  goals.  Here¬ 
tofore,  such  private  recruitment  that  has 
been  carried  on  has  been  unsatisfactory  In 
reported  cases. 

To  send  aliens  from  Hawaii  to  the  main¬ 
land,  many  obstacles  must  be  overcome  and 
plans  to  iron  out  such  a  procedure  are  now 
being  studied.  However,  other  thousands 
may  be  sent  to  California  without  such  for¬ 
malities.  These  include  some  8,600  high 
school  and  vocational  graduates  who  will 
leave  school  soon.  In  addition,  according  to 
press  reports  quoting  official  sources,  there 
are  thousands  from  the  last  2  years’  gradu¬ 
ating  classes  who  have  never  found  employ¬ 
ment.  These  are  not  included  in  the  offi¬ 
cially  defined  “unemployed”  category. 

The  importance  of  farm  labor  in  Califor¬ 
nia’s  agriculture  is  indicated  by  the  report 
from  the  farm  placement  chief  of  the  State 
department  of  employment  that  at  the  peak 
of  employment,  the  total  farm  work  force  was 
estimated  at  492,000.  California  and  the 
Southwest  have  always  needed  and  ussd 
some  kind  of  supplemental  labor  in  the  har¬ 
vesting  of  crops.  Chinese,  Indians,  Filipinos. 
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Japanese,  Hindus,  and  Mexicans  have  been 
used.  As  one  authority  puts  it,  "It  is  doubt¬ 
ful  if  our  farmers  will  ever  be  able  to  get 
along  without  some  type  of  supplemental 
labor  in  their  harvesting.’’ 

MEXICAN  PROBLEM 

Despite  the  fact  that  most  farmers,  can- 
ners  and  packers  unhesitatingly  recommend 
Mexican  farm  labor,  this  problem,  at  pres¬ 
ent  is  a  burning  one  and  to  understand  it 
more  fully  some  past  history  should  be 
given.  In  1942,  the  sugar-beet  industry 
brought  1,500  Mexican  nationals  into  Cali¬ 
fornia  under  contract  for  their  harvest  sea¬ 
son  and  the  present  Mexican  national  pro¬ 
gram  is  an  aftermath  of  this  federally  spon¬ 
sored  and  financed  program.  All  growers 
soon  realized  that  larger  numbers  of  such 
workers  were  a  necessity  and  California 
reached  its  peak  in  their  use  in  1946  when 
36,000  of  them  were  placed  under  contract. 
This  number  has  gradually  decreased  since 
the  end  of  World  War  II  as  more  domestic 
laborers  became  available  until  only  7,000 
were  working  in  California  this  year,  most  of 
them  in  areas  close  to  the  Mexican  border. 

After  the  close  of  World  War  II,  Congress 
discontinued  the  appropriation  of  funds  for 
a  governmental  program.  The  Farm  Place¬ 
ment  Service  was  taken  from  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  placed  within  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor.  This  meant  that  the 
program  on  a  State  level  was  returned  to  the 
various  departments  of  employment. 

While  the  program  was  operated  by  the 
Federal  Government,  the  agreements  with 
Mexico  and  the  individual  contracts  be¬ 
came  more  and  more  in  favor  of  the  worker. 
This  trend  increased  after  the  Department  of 
Labor  took  over  and  today,  we  find  a  con¬ 
tract  which  does  not  contain  any  semblance 
of  the  factor  of  worker  responsibility.  A 
prominent  Southwest  labor  leader  explains 
It  thusly: 

“Early  in  1947,  a  simple  workable  agree¬ 
ment  was  reached  by  the  growers  with  Mex¬ 
ico  covering  the  placing  of  agricultural 
workers  under  contract  with  our  Immigra¬ 
tion  Service  approving  and  certifying  a£  to 
need.  It  seems  this  agreement  was  too  simple 
and  workable  for  governmental  efficiency, 
so  in  November  1947,  a  conference  was  called 
in  El  Paso,  Tex.,  attended  by  Mexican  officials, 
brass  from  our  own  Immigration  Service, 
Department  of  State  and  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service,  together  with  subrepre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  users  of  foreign  labor. 

"The  users  were  allowed  to  meet  and  to 
offer  suggestions  as  to  details  of  the  proposed 
agreement  but  were  barred  from  the  actual 
conference  and  finally  told  what  the  terms 
and  conditions  would  be,  whether  they  like 
them  or  not,  even  though  the  user  would  foot 
the  bill.  This  attitude  has  prevailed  in  all 
subsequent  negotiations  and  any  change  does 
not  appear  probable.’’ 

That  this  situation  does  exist  is  evidenced 
by  the  earnest  appeals  to  the  Washington 
departments  concerned  by  men  who  voice  the 
hope  that  our  Government  and  Mexico  can 
and  will  effect  an  improvement  over  the 
present  method  of  obtaining  Mexican  farm 
workers  this  year  in  the  United  States.  One 
suggestion  is  that  the  recent  yearly  agree¬ 
ment  between  Mexico  and  the  United  States 
should  be  improved,  and  that  our  Govern¬ 
ment  should  pay  the  Mexican  Government, 
for  each  worker  sent  here,  an  amount  to  re¬ 
imburse  Mexico  for  the  recruiting  and  trans¬ 
portation.  The  reason  for  emphasis  in  re¬ 
gard  to  Mexican  nationals  is  because  of  the 
fact  that  they  have  been  the  most  consistent, 
most  readily  accessible  source  that  can  be  re¬ 
cruited  in  large  numbers. 

SUGGESTED  REMEDY 

A  special  farm  labor  committee,  a  48-man 
advisory  group  to  farm  placement  on  the 
Federal  level,  meeting  recently  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.  C.,  gave  considerable  time  to  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  Mexican  labor  problem  and 


unanimously  agreed  to  a  recommendation. 
It  is  as  follows: 

“The  present  contract  under  the  interna¬ 
tional  executive  agreement  is  completely  un¬ 
satisfactory,  and  almost  entirely  inopera¬ 
tive,  and  the  committee  cannot  state  too 
strongly  its  urgent  recommendation  that  the 
Department  of  State  change  its  policy  of 
recommendation  and  negotiation  with  the 
Mexican  Government  to  give  America  agri¬ 
cultural  equal  status  in  such  negotiation  to 
that  accorded  political  and  commercial  inter¬ 
ests. 

“The  Mexican  Government  has  consistent¬ 
ly  demanded  conditions  in  the  contract 
which  are  in  excess  of  those  afforded  the 
Mexican  worker  in  his  homeland  and  better 
than  the  domestic  worker  enjoys  in  the 
United  States.  Even  after  an  agreement  has 
been  adopted  by  both  Governments  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Government  continually  violates  the 
spirit  of  the  agreement. 

"This  situation,  grievous  as  it  has  been  to 
many  American  farmers,  has  been  tolerated 
for  a  period  of  time  because  while  it  caused 
irreparable  damage  to  many  producers  it 
did  not  constitute  a  serious  threat  to  our 
national  economy.  However,  we  are  entering 
a  period  of  extreme  shortages  of  agricultural 
manpower  which  will  retard  production  so 
that  a  great  many  farmers  may  find  them¬ 
selves  unable  to  provide  the  food  and  fiber 
necessary  to  meet  the  demand  of  our  own 
citizenry,  the  Armed  Forces  and  the  peoples 
of  friendly  nations. 

“Therefore,  the  committee  recommends 
that  in  order  to  alleviate  this  serious  situa¬ 
tion,  the  Department  of  State  with  the  aid 
and  advice  from  the  Mexican  Labor  Com¬ 
mittee,  make  an  immediate,  realistic,  and 
determined  effort  *  *  *  to  work  .out  a 

new  agreement  in  which  the  Mexican  work¬ 
ers  accept  working  conditions  identical  to 
those  afforded  the  domestic  worker  and  by 
which  both  parties  will  abide.  If  this  is  not 
possible,  the  American  Government  is  re¬ 
quested  to  take  the  necessary  steps,  either 
through  legislation  similar  to  that  now  be¬ 
fore  Congress,  or  by  other  means,  to  make 
available  to  the  American  producers  the 
Mexican  Nationals  who  desire  to  work  in 
the  United  States  under  the  same  conditions 
as  our  domestic  farm  workers  during  the 
present  emergency.” 

Mexico  City  reports  that  the  Mexican  farm 
workers’  attitude  toward  American  farms  is 
so  enthusiastic  that  they  are  rushing  to  get 
over  the  border  into  the  Untied  States  for 
agricultural  labor  opportunities  without 
waiting  for  the  formalities  of  any  diplomatic 
decisions.  If  this  news  may  be  accepted,  it 
would  seem  that  the  chief  current  problem 
is  getting  the  Mexican  Government  to  allow 
their  agricultural  workers  to  leave  and  the 
American  Government  to  allow  them  to 
arrive. 

A  complete  reversal  of  opinion  are  the 
views  voiced  by  union  officials.  Their  con¬ 
tention  is  that  there  is  an  adequate  amount 
of  laborers  in  the  West  and  Southwest  and 
there  will  remain  adequate  harvest  workers 
without  necessitating  any  influx  of  Mexican 
Nationals.  They  further  voice  the  opinion 
that,  in  this  area,  any  assumption  of  a  forth¬ 
coming  labor  shortage  is  highly  colored  and 
genuinely  inaccurate,  and  that  proper  hous¬ 
ing  would  pose  a  problem  if  foreign  help  was 
admitted.  The  union  attitude  is  that  the 
general  wage  scale  would  be  seriously  lowered 
and  that  importation  is  neither  desired  nor 
needed. 

WHAT  CALIFORNIA’S  DOING 

In  California,  a  measure  has  been  intro¬ 
duced  establishing  an  agency  quite  similar 
to  the  California  Farm  Production  Council, 
which  rendered  agricultural  assistance  in 
World  War  II.  This  type  of  service  is  de¬ 
signed  to  assist  farmers  in  providing  hous¬ 
ing  and  necessary  supplies  for  farm  workers, 
as  well  as  to  expedite  the  securing  of  many 
supplies  necessary  to  maximum  crop  pro¬ 


duction  which  may  be  increasingly  difficult 
to  obtain.  Besides  surveying  available 
workers  who  might  be  introduced  from 
Hawaii,  the  State  is  working  on  a  program  of 
assistance  to  migratory  farm  workers  under 
the  direction  of  a  special  committee  of  15 
appointed  by  Gov.  Earl  Warren. 

They  have  submitted  a  preliminary  report 
in  which  they  have  recommended,  among 
other  things,  that  the  State:  1.  Create  a 
permanent  State  board  to  look  after  the  farm 
labor  problems  in  all  its  aspects — health,, 
housing,  work  conditions,  etc.  2.  Crack 
down  on  unscrupulous  labor  contractors  who 
abuse  farm  workers.  3.  Set  up  easy  loan 
systems  to  help  migrants  b,uy  homes  of  their 
own.  4.  Tighten  up  State  housing  regula¬ 
tions  for  labor  camps  so  that  higher  stand¬ 
ards  of  sanitation,  health,  and  water  supply 
are  maintained. 

It  is  felt  that  by  making  their  farm  labor 
housing  as  livable  as  possible,  by  carefully 
planning  their  work  so  that  more  continuous 
employment  may  be  offered,  and  perhaps  by 
cooperating  with  neighbors  in  providing 
more  continuous  employment  for  especially 
desirable  year-round  help,  farmers  can  offer 
sufficiently  attractive  working  arrangements 
that  many  workers  will  not  seek  other  types 
of  employment. 

This  labor  shortage  gives  every  indication 
that  it  will  start  in  the  field  and  go  right 
through  to  the  warehouse  and  loading  crew 
with  skilled  men  such  as  tractor  drivers, 
truck  drivers,  etc.,  an  equal  problem  along 
with  common  stoop  labor.  Some  sources 
feel  that  even  though  a  policy  and  manpower 
board  may  be  set  up  this  year,  much  of  its 
effect  will  not  be  reflected  until  1952.  In 
any  event,  in  such  a  situation,  the  farmer, 
the  canner,  and  the  packer  will  have  to  plan 
his  operations  carefully  to  make  the  best 
possible  use  of  the  help  which  is  available. 

NEW  INSECTICIDE  PLANT 

Installation  of  a  new  insecticide  process¬ 
ing  plant  and  branch  office  headquaters  at 
Santa  Maria,  Calif.,  for  the  California-Spray 
Chemical  Corporation  has  been  completed, 
according  to  Wade  Choate,  the  firm’s  district 
manager. 

Located  on  Catalina  Avenue,  the  plant  is 
equipped  with  a  high-capacity  dust  mill 
capable  of  producing  up  to  6,000  pounds  per 
hour.  Other  plant  facilities  include  a  ware¬ 
house  and  office  facilities. 

According  to  Choate,  the  new  plant  will 
process  such  organics  as  Vapotone  (tepp), 
Isotox  (lindane),  Persisto  (DDT),  Orthene 
3D  (DDD) ,  Alltox  (toxaphene) ,  and  Vapophos 
(parathion).  It  will  provide  freshly  pre¬ 
pared  Ortho  dusts  and  wettable  powders  to 
growers  in  Santa  Barbara  County  and  ad¬ 
jacent  areas. 

STATE  APPOINTS  BRADEN 

Josepli  R.  Braden,  vice  president  of  Rich- 
mond-Chase  Co.,  San  Jose,  Calif.,  has  been 
appointed  by  Gov.  Earl  Warren  to  the  State 
water  pollution  control  board,  to  complete 
the  unexpired  term  of  Ralph  E.  Sanborn, 
California  Packing  Corp.,  San  Francisco,  who 
resigned  because  of  ill  health. 

Braden  is  a  member  of  the  waste  disposal 
committee  of  Canners  League  of  California, 
San  Francisco,  and  is  president  of  Santa 
Clara  County  Canners  Association,  a  group 
of  14  canning  companies  in  Santa  Clara 
County  organized  for  the  purpose  of  attack¬ 
ing  waste  disposal  and  water-pollution 
problems. 

He  also  is  concerned  with  direction  of  the 
Canners  League  waste-disposal  experimental 
plant  at  San  Jose,  where  with  USDA’s  western 
regional  research  laboratory,  joint  pilot- 
plajit  studies  have  been  pursued  to  develop  a 
suitable  method  of  making  usable  byproducts 
from  fruit  and  vegetable  cannery  wastes. 

FEEDING  CROPS 

According  to  Allen  B.  Lemmon,  chief,  bu¬ 
reau  of  chemistry,  California  Department  of 
Agriculture,  it  costs  California  farmers 
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$1,000,000  each  week  to  teed  their  crops. 
Sales  of  commercial  fertilizers  reached  the 
record  high  of  640,000  tons  during  1950.  A 
total  of  173,853  tons  were  reported  during 
the  last  quarter  of  the  year,  the  largest  ton¬ 
nage  ever  reported  for  any  3-month  period  in 
California,  including  44,513  tons  ammonium 
sulfate,  37,575  tons  mixed  commercial  fer¬ 
tilizers,  22,248  tons  ammonium  nitrate,  and 
19,911  tons  of  normal  superphosphate.  Agri¬ 
cultural  gymsum  continued  to  account  for 
the  major  portion  of  the  tonnage  of  agricul¬ 
tural  minerals  reflecting  the  large  usage  of 
this  mineral  in  the  southern  part  of  the  San 
Joaquin  Valley  where  much  of  the  material 
is  mined. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  as  to  the 
telegrams  which  have  been  received  from 
the  heads  of  various  labor  organizations 
and  from  the  head  of  the  Farmers’ 
Union,  it  seems  to  me  that  those  tele¬ 
grams  bespeak  an  earnest  and  under¬ 
standable  anxiety  over  the  legislation 
now  being  debated.  It  stands  to  -reason 
that  any  measure  whose  effect  may  possi¬ 
bly  be  to  increase  the  large  pools  of  for¬ 
eign  labor  already  in  this  country,  par¬ 
ticularly  from  Mexico— about  which  we 
have  recently  been  reading  in  the  New 
York  Times,  the  magazine  Look,  and 
other  newspapers  and  magazines — must 
naturally  cause  all  domestic  labor, 
whether  industrial  or  agricultural,  grave 
fears.  For  this  alien  labor  comes  almost 
.exclusively  from  underprivileged  groups 
in  neighboring  foreign  countries  whose 
standards  of  pay  and  working  conditions 
are  far  lower  than  accepted  standards  in 
our  Nation.  The  presence  of  these 
multitudes  of  foreign  workers,  many  of 
them  illegally  here,  cannot  fail  to  be  a 
serious  depressant  on  the  standards  of 
domestic  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
help  the  Senator? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  always  appreciate  any 
help  I  can  get. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  One  who  knows  the 
problem,  a  member  of  the  President’s 
Commission,  a  religious  man  who  has 
been  dealing  with  the  problem  for  years, 
sent  me  a  telegram,  which  was  inserted 
in  the  Record  yesterday,  but  which  I 
should  like  to  call  to  the  attention  of  my 
good  friend  from  Oregon.  The  telegram 
reads  as  follows: 

San  Antonio,  N.  Mex.,  April  26,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

May  I  sincerely  commend  your  efforts  to 
amend  the  farm-labor  measure  now  under 
Senate  consideration  so  that  it  will  contain 
at  least  some  standards  of  decent  working 
conditions  and  will  not  encourage  a  fur¬ 
ther  influx  across  the  border  of  large  num¬ 
bers  of  Mexican  workers  who  are  not  needed. 
Having  long  studied  the  farm-labor  situa¬ 
tion  in  this  area  at  first  hand  and  in  recent 
months  as  a  member  of  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mission  on  Migratory  Labor  in  its  Nation¬ 
wide  investigation  I  firmly  believe  that  the 
demand  for  further  Mexican  workers  is  not 
justified.  If  a  small  number  of  alien  work¬ 
ers  are  required  immediate  steps  should  be 
taken  to  organize  our  farm-labor  force  which 
In  itself  should  be  adequate  for  our  needs. 
I  wish  you  success  in  your  noble  undertaking. 
Archbishop  Lucey. 

He  is  on  the  ground  and  sees  the  prob¬ 
lem  daily — not  in  a  conference  with  in¬ 
terested  parties  in  Mexico  City,  but  deal¬ 
ing  with  hunger  and  poverty,  dealing 
with  bad  health,  dealing  with  bad  school 


conditions.  He  says  that  such  labor  is 
not  needed. 

I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Again  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  for  this  reinforc¬ 
ing  evidence  in  support  of  the  premise 
which  I  have  sought  to  defend  in  this 
speech. 

Mr.  President,  before  I  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  I  was  speaking 
of  the  problems  which  are  created  for 
our  domestic  labor  by  bringing  into  the 
country  large  numbers  of  foreign  labor¬ 
ers.  I  point  out  that  the  report  of  the 
President's  Commission  on  Migratory 
Labor  discusses  this  situation  in  careful 
analysis  and  confirms  the  fears  voiced 
by  these  labor  leaders  whose  wires  I  have 
read. 

We  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  have  a 
real  problem  in  obtaining  adequate  farm 
labor  in  our  peak  fruit  and  other  spe¬ 
cialty  crop  harvesting  seasons.  But  the 
legislation  now  before  us  is  certainly  not 
designed  to  help  us  solve  our  problem,  as 
my  colleague  the  senior  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson]  has  made 
clear  in  his  testimony  before  the  Senate 
Agriculture  Committee  and  by  his  intro¬ 
duction  with  others  of  a  measure  very 
different  from  that  now  pending  before 
the  Senate. 

The  latter  bill,  as  reported  to  the 
Senate,  would  quite  clearly  discriminate 
against  my  section  of  the  country.  Cer¬ 
tainly  it  would  discriminate  against  my 
section  of  the  country  and  the  Pacific 
Northwest  unless  an  amendment  such  as 
that  submitted  by  my  senior  colleague 
[Mr.  Cordon]  were  adopted,  which  would 
establish  in  that  area,  say  at  the  port  of 
Portland,  a  port  of  entry  for  migrant 
workers.  The  Government  would  then 
undertake  the  responsibility  and  the 
obligation  of  getting  the  workers  to  the 
port  of  entry,  and  the  farmers  of  my  sec¬ 
tion  would  be  allowed  to  make  their  con¬ 
tracts  with  the  laborers  at  that  point. 
Charges  for  the  transportation  of  the 
workers  should  start  at  the  point  of 
entry. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  emphasize  the 
disadvantage  under  which  the  farmer 
from  Oregon  will  find  himself  unless 
such  an  amendment  is  accepted-  The 
bill  was  designed  for  the  purpose  of 
helping  only  farmers  along  the  Rio 
Grande  and  in  California  along  the 
Mexican  border.  The  reception  centers 
would  be  there.  All  a  Mexican  worker 
would  have  to  pay  would  be  three  Mexi¬ 
can  cents  tribute  to  Stone  and  Webster 
of  El  Paso,  and  he  could  then  cross  the 
border  and  be  available  to  the  farmers  of 
that  area.  But  if  the  pear  grower  or 
the  vegetable  grower  in  Oregon,  or 
Washington,  or  the  wheat  grower  of  the 
Northwest  wants  labor,  he  must  go  clear 
to  the  Mexican  border  before  he  can 
get  any  of  those  laborers,  or  deal  with 
them  to  make  a  contract.  So  the  bill 
is  sectional  in  its  spirit.  I  do  not  like 
sectional  legislation.  If  we  are  to  help 
anyone,  let  us  help  all. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Again  I  am  indebted  to 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  for  his 
contribution  to  my  discussion  of  the 


problem  engrossing  our  attention.  I 
completely  agree  with  him,  as  I  pointed 
out  earlier  in  my  remarks,  in  his  state¬ 
ment  that  the  bill  discriminates  against 
the  Pacific  Northwest  and  other  sections 
cf  the  country  far  removed  from  the  Rio 
Grande.  In  my  opinion  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  is  correct  in  stating  that  the 
effect  of  the  bill,  irrespective  of  its  de¬ 
sign,  would  be  to  produce  great  labor 
benefits  for  the  people  along  the  Rio 
Grande,  but  no  fair  benefits  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  unless  such  an  amendment  were 
adopted  as  that  offered  by  my  senior 
colleague,  providing  for  a  port  of  entry, 
and  an  obligation  on  the  part  of  the 
Government  to  get  the  foreign  workers 
there,  thus  affording  an  opportunity  for 
contracts  to  be  entered  into  between  the 
fanners  and  the  workers  at  the  port  of 
entry. 

Again,  in  my  opinion,  the  only  justi¬ 
fication  that  can  be  offered  for  the  kind 
of  involved  subsidy,  a  travel  subsidy, 
.is  the  disjointure  in  the  domestic  sup¬ 
ply  of  labor  which  has  been  caused  by 
the  defense  program  itself,  both  because 
of  inductions  into  the  armed  services 
and  because  of  “inductions,”  if  they  may 
be  called  such,  into  defense  industries. 
Many  of  our  domestic  migrant  work¬ 
ers,  who  usually  travel  the  Pacific  Coast 
from  harvest  field  to  harvest  field  as 
the  harvest  season  changes,  starting 
at  the  South  and  ending  up  at  the  Cana¬ 
dian  border,  are  now  going  in  large 
numbers  into  defense  plants,  and,  as  the 
farmers  in  my  State  tell  me  in  com¬ 
munications  I  have  received  from  them, 
that  has  enhanced  their  problem  of 
labor  shortage. 

My  position  is  that  the  travel  expense 
involved  should  be  considered  a  part  of 
the  cost  of  the  defense  program.  I  do 
not  consider  that  the  farmers  of  my 
State,  or  of  Washington,  or  of  the  other 
States  of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  should 
be  expected  to  foot  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation  from  the  Mexican  border,  as 
explained  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  to  the  States  of  Oregon,  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  neighboring  States,  when 
the  cause  for  the  need  of  the  laborers 
grows  directly  out  of  the  defense  effort 
itself. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Maryland.  In  my 
opinion,  the  amendment  proposed  to  be 
offered  by  the  senior  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Cordon]  is  an  excellent 
one  and  it  would  certainly  make  the 
proposed  legislation  much  fairer.  But 
if  it  is  adopted,  should  there  not  be  some 
limitation  on  the  number  of  the  recep¬ 
tion  centers  provided  for,  and  some 
definite  localities  indicated  where  they 
should  be  situated? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Will  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  indulge  me? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  delved  deeply 
into  this  matter.  I  come  from  the  Mexi¬ 
can  border,  and  am  brought  into  con¬ 
tact  with  the  problem  daily.  It  affects 
the  people  in  my  State  intimately.  I 
fully  agree  with  the  Senator  from  Mary¬ 
land  that  something  definite  should  be 
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provided.  That  is  why  I  insist  that  an 
adequate  investigation  be  made  of  the 
supply  of  American  labor  before  any  for¬ 
eign  labor  is  allowed  to  enter.  If  suf¬ 
ficient  labor  can  be  secured  in  Maryland, 
New  Mexico,  and  Oregon,  let  us  utilize  it. 
I  cannot  see  how  we  can  be  justified  in 
bringing  foreign  labor  to  work  in  this 
country  when  there  is  a  sufficient  num¬ 
ber  of  American  laborers  available.  I 
believe  we  should  investigate  and  ascer¬ 
tain  whether  a  sufficient  number  of 
American  laborers  is  available.  If  a  suf¬ 
ficient  number  is  not  available,  very 
well,  let  the  necessary  number  of  for¬ 
eign  laborers  come  into  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  Senator  has  made 
a  very  meritorious  point.  I  feel  that  con¬ 
sideration  will  have  to  be  given  both  as 
to  the  total  number  needed,  and  also  as 
to  the  location  of  the  ports  of  entry. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  yield  to  me? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  to  my  good 
friend  from  the  Pacific  coast. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  should  like  to  ask  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon  if,  as  he  un¬ 
derstands,  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
his  senior  colleague  in  his  proposed 
amendment  to  be  fair  with  respect  to  the 
rights  of  farmers  in  every  other  section 
of  the  United  States,  as  well  as  being 
fair  to  the  farmers  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west? 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  correct;  and  I 
have  said  in  my  remarks  that  the  bill  in 
its  present  form  discriminates  against 
everyone  except  those  in  close  proximity 
to  the  Rio  Grande.  I  believe  we  have  to 
perfect  it  in  such  a  way  that  it  will  be 
fair  to  farmers  everywhere  in  the  United 
States. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Then  the  junior  Senator 
from  Oregon  agrees,  does  he  not,  that 
his  senior  colleague  has  no  interest  in 
sectionalism  in  this  question  at  all,  and 
that  his  amendment  is  a  complete  con¬ 
tradiction  of  any  sectional  flavor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  does  away  with  sec¬ 
tionalism. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  sorry  that  my 
senior  colleague  is  engaged  in  an  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  meeting  at  the 
present  time  and  is  not  present  to  give 
his  own  testimony,  but  I  am  sure  I  can 
testify  for  him  that  the  answer  to  the 
Senator’s  question  is  an  emphatic  af¬ 
firmative.  By  his  amendment  he  has  no 
intention  wl^tsoeyer  of  fostering  sec¬ 
tionalism,  or  discrimination  in  terms  of 
sectionalism. 

Mr.  CAIN.  If  Senators  generally  are 
trying  only  to  accommodate  the  reason¬ 
able  need  of  farmers  throughout  the 
country,  every  Member  of  the  Senate  can 
find  a  legitimate  value  in  the  Cordon 
amendment. 

Mr.  MORSE.  That  is  my  opinion. 

I  am  about  through,  Mr.  President. 
In  conclusion,  it  seems  to  me  the  issues 
involved  in  this  bill  are  of  such  a  fun¬ 
damental  character,  both  from  the  point 
of  view  of  our  national  economy  and 
from  the  point  of  view  of  our  relations 
with  the  countries  from  which  we  are 
importing  workers,  that  the  bill  must 
be  considered  solely  from  the  point  of 
view  of  the  Nation  as  a  whole.  I  feel 
that  we  must  assess  the  problem  with 


careful  deliberation  and  must  weigh  the 
evidence  and  recommendations  adduced 
by  the  President’s  Commission.  The 
work  of  these  public-spirited  Commis¬ 
sion  members,  of  the  highest  reputation 
for  character  and  intellectual  attain¬ 
ment,  should  certainly  be  given  very 
careful  consideration  before  we  enact 
any  legislation. 

Let  me  digress  long  enough  to  pay 
a  personal  compliment  and  tribute  to 
Professor  Van  Hecke,  formerly  Dean  Van 
Hecke.  I  knew  him  for  many  years  in 
law  school  work.  In  fact,  it  was  my 
pleasure  to  sit  at  his  feet  as  a  student 
during  one  summer  session.  T  cannot 
imagine  anyone  who  could  be  motivated 
with  finer  public  spirit,  and  a  devotion 
to  serve  the  interest  of  his  country  with¬ 
out  fear  or  favoritism,  than  professor 
Van  Hecke.  I  think  he  has  done  his 
typically  fine  job  as  a  member  of  the 
President's  Commission  in  coming  for¬ 
ward  with  a  report  which  I  believe 
should  be  studied  by  every  agricultural 
group  in  this  country. 

It  is  plain  that  the  pending  measure 
does  not  even  nearly  approach  answer¬ 
ing  any  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Commission.  In  fact,  I  think  quite  the 
opposite  is  true.  Consequently,  since 
time  does  not  permit  the  bill  being  sent 
back  to  committee,  I  believe  it  should 
be  amended  in  major  respects  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  if  we  are  to  get  the 
workers  who  are  needed  in  the  various 
sections  of  the  country  where  there  in 
fact  is  a  short  labor  supply. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  sincerely 
hope  that  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate 
will  give  very  careful  consideration  to 
the  amendments  which  are  being  pro¬ 
posed  to  the  bill.  So  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned,  I  trust  we  will  proceed  with  the 
consideration  of  this  bill  until  it  is  finally 
disposed  of,  because  if  any  legislative 
action  is  to  be  taken  at  this  session  of 
Congress  it  ought  to  be  taken  now. 
Therefore,  the  junior  Senator  from 
Oregon  does  not  favor  any  postpone¬ 
ment  of  the  final  consideration  of  the 
bill,  but  he  does  urge  the  adoption  of 
the  major  amendments  as  recommended 
by  his  senior  colleague  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon],  and  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  first  committee 
amendment,  which  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
line  9,  after  the  word  “from”  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  strike  out  “foreign  countries 
within  the  Western  Hemisphere  (pur¬ 
suant  to  arrangements  between  the 
United  States  and  such  countries)  or 
from  Hawaii  or  Puerto  Rico,”  and  in¬ 
sert  “the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pursuant 
to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico) .” 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray  in  the  chair).  The  Senator  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  committee 
amendment  shall  be  adopted,  will  that 
preclude  offering  amendments  to  it? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  If  the 
committee  amendment  were  adopted. 
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that  would  foreclose  the  offering  of  any 
amendment  to  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  From  the  floor? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  From 
the  floor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  if  that 
Is  the  case,  I  submit  to  the  committee 
amendment  my  amendment  marked 
“4— 25— 51— J  ” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
beginning  with  line  6,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  through  line  3  on  page  2  and 
to  insert  the  following; 

Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying  do¬ 
mestic  agricultural  workers  (including  those 
of  the  continental  United  States,  Hawaii, 
Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  and, 
if  a  sufficient  number  of  such  workers  can¬ 
not  be  supplied,  by  supplying  (pursuant  to 
formal  agreements  between  the  United 
States  and  foreign  countries  within  the 
Western  Hemisphere)  agricultural  workers 
recruited  in  such  foreign  countries,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  is  authorized. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pas- 
tore  in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will  call 
the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 


Aiken 

Green 

Martin 

Anderson 

Hayden 

Maybank 

Bennett 

Hendrickson 

Millikin 

Benton 

Hennings 

Monroney 

Brewster 

Hickenlooper 

Moody 

Bricker 

Hill 

Morse 

Bridges 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Butler,  Md. 

Holland 

Murray 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hunt 

Neely 

Byrd 

Ives 

Nixon 

Cain 

Jenner 

O'Conor 

Capehart 

Johnson,  Colo. 

O’Mahoney 

Carlson 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Pastore 

Case 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Robertson 

Chavez 

Kefauver 

Russell 

Clements 

Kem 

SaltonstaU 

Connally 

Kerr 

Schoeppel 

Cordon 

Kilgore 

Smathers 

Dirksen 

Knowland 

Smith,  Maine 

Douglas 

Lodge 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Duff 

Long 

Stennis 

Dworshak 

McCarran 

Thye 

Ecton 

McCarthy 

Tobey 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Watkins 

Ferguson 

McFarland 

Wherry 

Frear 

McKellar 

Wiley 

Fulbright 

McMahon 

Williams 

Gillette 

Malone 

Young 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
[Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Underwood]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Leh¬ 
man]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  a  member  of  the  United  States 
delegation  to  the  World  Health  Organ¬ 
ization,  which  will  meet  in  Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 
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Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Langer]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  is 
necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Wel¬ 
ker]  is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  A 
quorum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  amendment  beginning  on 
page  1,  line  9.  This  amendment,  if 
agreed  to.  would  not  be  open  to  amend¬ 
ment  unless  the  vote  by  which  it  was 
agreed  to  were  reconsidered.  An  amend¬ 
ment  proposed  as  a  substitute  for  the 
entire  section  will  not  be  in  order  until 
the  committee  amendments  have  been 
disposed  of,  and  when  the  offering  of 
individual  amendments  is  in  order. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  At  the  time  the  first 
committee  amendment  was  stated  by  the 
clerk  I  made  a  parliamentary  inquiry, 
as  to  whether  or  not,  in  the  event  the 
committee  amendment  were  agreed  to, 
I  could  call  up  individual  amendments 
I  had  prepared.  I  was  informed  that 
I  could  not.  Do  I  understand  correctly 
that  after  all  the  committee  amendments 
have  been  disposed  of,  amendments 
which  I  have  prepared  and  which  I  in¬ 
tended  to  propose  will  be  in  order? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  in  the  nature  of  a  substitute 
for  section  501  will  be  in  order  when  the 
committee  amendments  have  been  acted 
on.  However,  any  amendment  to  a  com¬ 
mittee  amendment  should  be  offered 
when  the  committee  amendment  is 
under  consideration. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  was  why  I  had 
the  amendments  printed,  and  why  I 
stated  that  I  intended  to  propose  them. 
Do  I  understand  correctly  that  after  the 
committee  amendments  have  been  dis¬ 
posed  of,  whether  approved  or  disap¬ 
proved,  the  amendments  I  intend  to  pro¬ 
pose  will  be  in  order? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
will  depend  on  what  is  embraced  in  the 
proposed  amendments.  If  an  amend¬ 
ment  were  confined  to  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  of  a  committee  amendment,  it  would 
be  in  order,  but  it  would  have  to  be 
offered  while  the  committee  amendment 
was  under  consideration. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  send 
to  the  desk  an  amendment  and  ask  that 
it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  state  the  amendment  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  It  is  pro¬ 
posed,  on  page  1,  beginning  with  line  6, 
to  strike  out  through  line  3  on  page  2 
and  insert  the  following: 

Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  (including  those  of  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands)  and,  if  a  sufficient 
number  of  such  workers  cannot  be  supplied. 


by  supplying  (pursuant  to  formal  agreements 
between  the  United  States  and  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  within  the  Western  Hemisphere)  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  recruited  in  such  foreign 
countries,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  author¬ 
ized. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  And  then  to  continue 
with  the  rest  of  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
carries  it  beyond  the  purpose  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment.  The  Chair  is  ad¬ 
vised  by  the  parliamentarian  that  the 
Senator’s  amendment  is  not  now  in 
order. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  At  the  moment? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  At 
the  moment.  It  will  be  in  order  later, 
but  not  at  this  time. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
first  committee  amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  state  the  next  committee 
amendment. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  2, 
line  5,  to  insert  after  “United  States,” 
the  words  “under  legal  entry” ; 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  is  there 
a  committee  amendment  on  page  3? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  now  being  considered  is  on 
page  2  of  the  bill. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  next  committee 
amendment. 

The  amendment  was,  on  page  3,  line 
15,  after  the  word  “for”,  to  strike  out 
“expenses  incurred  by  it  in  the  recruit¬ 
ment  and  transportation  of  workers  un¬ 
der  this  title  in  such  amounts,  not  to 
exceed  $20  per  worker,  as  may  be  agreed 
upon  by  the  United  States  and  such  em¬ 
ployer”  and  insert  “essential  expenses, 
not  including  salaries  or  expenses  of  reg¬ 
ular  department  or  agency  personnel,  in¬ 
curred  by  it  for  the  transportation  and 
subsistence  of  workers  under  this  title 
in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20  per  worker.” 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

There  are  several  amendments  to  the 
amendment  lying  on  the  table.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  one. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
properly  understand  the  parliamentary 
situation,  we  are  now  considering  the 
amendment  on  page  3,  line  15. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  That 
is  correct. 

Mr.  CORDON.  May  I  inquire  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  whether  he 
desires  to  offer  his  amendment  to  change 
the  dollar  figure  in*  line  23  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendment?  I  take  it  that  such 
an  amendment  would  be  in  order  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  intend  to  offer  my 
amendment  H  relating  to  page  3,  line 
23.  I  send  it  to  the  desk  and  ask  that 
it  be  read. 


The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  the 
amendment  of  the  committee. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  3, 
line  23,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  “$20” 
and  insert  “$200.” 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  to  the  committee  amendment. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  whether 
we  adopt  this  amendment  or  not,  it 
would  appear  to  me  that  the  question  is 
whether  the  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  pro¬ 
vide  agricultural  labor  for  the  fanners 
so  as  to  make  it  easier  for  them  to  pro¬ 
duce  and  make  a  good  profit,  or  whether 
we  intend  the  bill  to  be  a  measure  to 
aid  the  country  in  producing  more  food 
and  fiber.  If  it  is  the  latter,  as  I  suppose 
it  to  be,  we  should  make  labor  available 
to  whatever  section  of  the  country  needs 
it.  I  fear  that  if  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  were 
adopted  farmers  far  away  from  the  Mex¬ 
ican  border  would  not  get  labor,  because, 
very  obviously,  a  farmer  who  had  a  crop 
of  fruit  to  pick  would  not  want  to  pay  a 
transportation  expense  of  $200  to  and 
from  the  port  of  entry.  So,  if  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  bill  is  to  aid  in  the  produc¬ 
tion  and  harvesting  of  crops,  we  should 
make  the  labor  available  in  whatever 
areas  of  the  country  it  might  be  needed. 

The  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
an  amendment  which  would  cover  that 
point. 

I  am  afraid  that  if  we  adopted  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  the  farmer  had  to  pay 
up  to  $200,  unless  that  were  the  average 
cost  for  the  whole  country  we  would  find 
most  of  the  labor  within  a  couple  of 
hundred  miles  of  the  Rio  Grande  and  the 
Mexican  border,  and  Minnesota,  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  Oregon  would  find  them¬ 
selves  quite  short.  I  hope  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  will  explain  why  his 
amendment  would  provide  labor  at  a 
cheaper  cost  in  various  States  other  than 
those  near  the  Mexican  border. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
been  working  in  this  body  for  many 
years  with  the  Senator  from  Vermont, 
and  I  have  yet  to  find  him  wrong.  He 
might  reach  an  incorrect  conclusion.  I 
tried  to  state  what  I  had  in  mind,  and  to. 
make  myself  understood,  in  connection 
with  the  amendment  which  I  have  of¬ 
fered,  fully  agreeing  with  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  that  all  farm¬ 
ers  should  be  helped.  I  have  that  in 
mind,  and  I  want  to  accomplish  that 
purpose,  either  by  what  I  think  might 
be  the  best  way  of  doing  it,  through  my 
amendment,  or  possibly  by  accepting  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 
I  have  no  pride  of  authorship.  I  want  to 
carry  out  the  idea  that  all  farmers  in  the 
United  States  should  be  helped.  Whether 
by  my  amendment  or  by  some  other 
amendment,  I  want  to  reach  that  result. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mi*.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  quite  sure  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  has  exactly 
the  same  idea  in  mind  that  others  of  us 
have.  I  am  fearful,  however,  in  this 
instance,  that  he  is  in  error  in  seeking 
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to  add  this  amendment  to  the  bill.  I  ask 
him  to  go  back  to  the  beginning  of  sec¬ 
tion  502  and  notice  the  first  sentence  to 
which  the  several  subparagraphs  refer. 
I  read : 

Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  to  any  employer  unless 
such  employer  enters  Into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States — 

( 1 )  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against 
loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of  such  em¬ 
ployer’s  contracts; 

(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  It  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this 
title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20  per 
worker. 

According  to  the  Senator’s  amendment 
and  according  to  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment,  the  change,  I  believe,  would  re¬ 
sult  in  an  obligation  on  each  employer 
up  to  $200  for  all  expenses  connected 
with  the  transportation  of  each  worker. 
That  would  be  an  obligation  which  each 
employer  would  have  to  undertake. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Would  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  then  agree  that  this  amendment 
would  simply  guarantee  that  the  in¬ 
equity  which  the  Senator  has  indicated 
he  feels  should  not  exist,  must  exist? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  must  exist.  At 
least  it  would  put  the  employer  on  some 
kind  of  parity  with  the  man  who  pays 
only  $20,  so  far  as  getting  labor  is  con¬ 
cerned.  At  least  if  he  was  willing  to  pay 
that  much  to  get  the  labor,  he  would 
not  be  handicapped. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  should  like  to 
point  out  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  that  the  $20  provision  in  the  bill  re¬ 
lates  to  the  payment  for  transportation 
and  subsistence  within  Mexico.  I  know 
the  Senator  wants  to  be  realistic.  The 
highest  figure  that  such  a  cost  could 
reach  would  average  around  $35  a  per¬ 
son.  Now  the  Senator  wants  to  make  it 
$200,  which  is  about  six  times  what  the 
highest  average  cost  could  be. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  hope  that  after  care¬ 
ful  consideration  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  will  withdraw  the  amendment. 
I  do  not  believe  it  carries  out  his  inten¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  provision  ap¬ 
plies  to  Mexico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  know  about 
that.  If  that  is  what  it  means,  very 
well,  but  I  do  not  interpret  it  that  way. 
I  do  not  know  of  anyone  who  would  be 
willing  to  spend  $20  for  food  for  this 
type  of  labor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  $20  is  intended 
to  reimburse  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  cost  of  transportation  from 
centers  within  Mexico  to  centers  within 
the  continental  limits  of  the  United 
States  near  the  border.  That  is  what  it 
would  result  in,  and  nothing  else. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  item  came  under 
discussion  during  the  Senate  hearings. 
A  statement  was  made  by  Mr.  Ernest 
Falk,  manager  of  the  Northwest  Horti¬ 
cultural  Council,  and  representing  the 
Northwest  Agricultural  Labor  Associa¬ 
tion  at  Yakima,  Wash.  Perhaps  some 
of  the  Senators  from  the  Northwest 
know  Mr.  Falk.  Mr.  Magleby,  represent¬ 


ing  the  Northwest  Agricultural  Labor 
Association,  of  Walla  Walla,  Wash.,  also 
testified. 

Mr.  Falk  before  the  committee  made 
this  statement  which  appears  at  page 
83  of  the  hearings: 

Mr.  Falk.  And  we  would  assure  a  constant 
complete  -utilization  of  the  force.  It  con¬ 
templates  that  we  would  pay  the  expense  of 
transporting  them  from  these  various  areas 
when  they  are  once  brought  to  the  North¬ 
west. 

The  Chairman.  To  a  given  place? 

Mr.  Falk.  To  a  reception  center,  and  we 
would  take  it  on  from  there. 

The  Chairman.  And  you  would  expect 
someone  else,  that  is,  probably  the  Govern¬ 
ment,  to  pay  for  the  transportation  from  the 
border  to  this  center  wherever  it  is  fixed? 

Mr.  Falk.  We  would  very  much  like  to  have 
that.  In  our  statement  we  do  make  an  ad¬ 
ditional  proposal. 

The  Chairman.  All  right,  proceed. 

This  is  the  significant  part  of  his  tes¬ 
timony: 

Mr.  Falk.  If  we  were  required  to  pick  these 
workers  up  at  reception  centers  at,  or  near, 
the  Mexican  border  it  would  cost  us  ap¬ 
proximately  $50  each  way  or  $100  per  man  to 
get  them  to  and  from  the  border,  then  these 
moves  within  the  area  already  referred  to, 
will  cost  at  least  $30  per  man  for  transpor¬ 
tation  and  subsistence.  Then,  Senate  bill 
984  provides  that  we  reimburse  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  recruiting  expense  up  to  $20  per 
man. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  would  make  the  figure  $200 
a  man. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  see  what  was 
testified.  I  do  not  want  to  starve  the 
laborer. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  laborer  would 
not  get  the  money. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  testimony  con¬ 
tinues: 

This  would  mean  that  under  such  a  pro¬ 
gram  it  would  cost  us  a  total  of  $150  a  man 
in  addition  to  camp  costs  and  food  and 
wage  compliance. 

Mr.  Magleby  of  the  Walla  Walla  pea  grow¬ 
ers  tells  me  that  in  1948  each  of  the  Mexican 
nationals  they  brought  in  cost  them  $2.72  per 
man  workday  in  addition  to  their  wages. 
They  used  540  Mexican  nationals. 

He  then  goes  into  further  statistics. 
I  personally  prefer  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  hopeful  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  withdraw 
his  amendment.  He  could  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  later  to  reoffer  his  amend¬ 
ment,  even  after  the  committee  amend¬ 
ment  was  adopted.  I  believe  it  would  be 
helpful  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  In  order  to  expedite 
the  passing  of  the  bill,  which  I  know  is 
important,  and  with  the  understanding 
that,  if  necessary,  I  may  present  the 
pending  amendment  at  a  later  time,  but 
also  with  the  hope  that  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  may  be 
adopted,  I  withdraw  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  withdraws  his 
amendment.  The  question  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  committee  amendment  at  page 
3,  line  15. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  next  committee 
amendment. 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  2,  after  “501  (5)’’,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  the  comma  and  “an  amount 
determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
be  equivalent  to  the  cost  of  returning 
such  worker”  and  insert  “and  is  appre¬ 
hended  within  the  United  States,  an 
amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal 
cost  to  the  employer  of  returning  other 
workers.” 

Mr.  O'MAHONEY.  Mi’.  President,  I 
have  a  copy  of  the  amendment  which 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  intends 
to  offer  to  section  501.  May  I  ask  the 
Senator  a  question  with  reference  to  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  shall  be  delighted  to 
answer  it,  if  I  can. 

Mr.  OMAHONEY.  I  observe  that  it 
reads  as  follows : 

On  page  1,  beginning  with  line  6,  it  is  ' 
proposed  to  strike  out  through  line  3  on 
page  2  and  insert  the  following: 

"Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  ( including  those  of  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico, 
and  the  Virgin  Islands)  and,  if  a  sufficient 
number  of  such  workers  cannot  be  supplied, 
by  supplying  (pursuant  to  formal  agree¬ 
ments  between  the  United  States  and  foreign 
countries  within  the  Western  Hemisphere) 
agricultural  workers  recruited  in  such  for¬ 
eign  countries,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is 
authorized.” 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  rather 
vague,  and  difficult  of  enforcement,  un¬ 
less  the  Senator  should  amend  it  so  as 
to  provide  that  there  shall  be  a  finding 
by  the  Secretary -of  Labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  was  intended  so  to 
provide.  One  of  the  objections  to  the 
pending  measure  is  that  any  certification 
made  wtih  reference  to  labor — in  this  in¬ 
stance,  alien  labor — shall  be  made  by 
local  agencies  and  States. 

The  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
protect  domestic  labor  by  making  it  a 
national  proposition.  I  should  be  very 
glad,  because  it  is  what  I  had  in  mind, 
to  adopt  language  providing  that  the 
proper  agency,  which  is  the  Department 
of  Labor,  should  make  certification  as 
to  the  adequacy  or  inadequacy  of  the 
supply  of  labor. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Inasmuch  as  the 
first  sentence - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  may  say  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  that  I  have  another  amendment 
which  would  take  care  of  what  the  Sen¬ 
ator  has  in  mind.  It  is  amendment  D. 
Will  the  Senator  turn  to  the  bill  at 
page  4? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  Senator  does 
not  intend  to  offer  the  amendment,  does 
he? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  I  intend  to  offer 
it.  I  thought  it  would  take  care  of  the 
situation.  However,  I  think  the  sugges¬ 
tion  of  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  is 
a  good  one.  I  believe  that  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  which  the  Senator  refers  there 
should  be  inserted  language  specifying 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  or  an  agency 
which  Congress  may  designate,  shall 
make  the  certification  of  adequacy. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  should  like  to 
make  an  additional  suggestion.  Inas- 
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much  as  the  first  sentence  of  the  Sena¬ 
tor’s  amendment  refers  to  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  and  authorizes  assistance 
in  the  production  of  agricultural  com¬ 
modities  and  products,  as  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  deems  necessary,  it  might 
possibly  be  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
who  should  make  the  finding. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Possibly  so.  The  only 
reason  the  Secretary  of  Labor  was  sug¬ 
gested  was  that  some  discussion  had 
been  had  on  the  floor,  and  it  was  felt 
that  inasmuch  as  this  bill  referred  to 
labor  as  such,  farm  labor  being  the  type 
of  labor  considered!  it  should  come 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor. 

Mr.  G’MAHONEY.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator.  My  only  purpose  was  to  call  to 
his  attention  what  I  deemed  to  be  an 
omission. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Where  would  the  Sen¬ 
ator  suggest  that  the  new  language  be 
inserted,  and  what  would  be  the  new 
language? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  suggest  that  in 
line  6,  after  the  word  “if”  the  words 
“the  Secretary  shall  find  that”  be  in- 
serted 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  are  referring,  of 
course,  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  should  think  so. 
Perhaps  the  Senator  might  want  to  make 
it  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
point  out  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  already  has 
the  power  to  do  this. 

Mr.  O’MAKONEY.  Then  it  should  be 
the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  was 
about  to  ask  for  a  little  more  informa¬ 
tion  along  the  lines  of  the  amendment 
which  the  Senator  from  Wyoming  sug¬ 
gested. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  won¬ 
der  if  we  can  get  through  with  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  think  that  is  what  - 
we  should  do,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  for  clarifying  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  is  the  question 
before  the  Senate? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  before  the  Senate  is  on  agree¬ 
ing  to  the  committee  amendment  on 
page  4,  beginning  in  line  2. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  there  no  other 
amendment  before  the  Senate?  What 
amendment  is  being  discussed? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  un¬ 
derstood  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Wyoming  was  about  to  leave  the 
Chamber,  and  that  he  wished  to  make  a 
suggestion. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Was  he  discussing 
some  amendment  which  may  later  be 
proposed? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  for 
the  information  of  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  because  it  was  necessary  for 
me  to  leave  the  Chamber  I  merely  ad¬ 
dressed  an  inquiry  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  with  respect  to  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  he  proposes  to  offer  later, 
and  made  a  suggestion  with  respect  to  it. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  have  my  good  friend  from  Wyo¬ 
ming,  who  knows  how  to  frame  correct 
legal  language  in  legislation,  make  a 
notation  so  that  when  I  am  ready  to  offer 
my  amendment  I  may  have  the  benefit 
of  his  suggestion. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  committee 
amendment  on  page  4,  beginning  in  line 
2. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  inquire  of  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  whether  he  expects  to  offer  his 
substitute.  I  do  not  wish  to  suggest  that 
it  be  offered,  but  I  happen  to  have  had 
prepared  several  copies  of  the  bill  show¬ 
ing  the  amendments  intended  to  be  of¬ 
fered  by  several  Senators.  On  my  copy 
of  the  bill,  with  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico, 
I  have  indicated  a  proposed  amendment 
of  section  503.  I  simply  call  it  to  his 
attention  in  case  he  desires  to  offer  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  there 
are  no  committee  amendments  to  section 
503.  We  are  now  dealing  with  section 
502. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  As  I  understand,  the 
only  amendments  now  in  order  are  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  or  amendments  to 
committee  amendments. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  is  correct. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
committee  amendment  on  page  4,  be¬ 
ginning  in  line  2. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  next  committee 
amendment. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  4, 
at  the  beginning  of  line  23,  to  strike  out 
“shall”  and  insert  “may,  pursuant  to 
arrangements  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  6, 
line  10,  after  the  word  “from”,  to  strike 
out  “foreign  countries  within  the  West¬ 
ern  Hemisphere”  and  insert  “the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  Mexico.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  6, 
line  12,  to  change  the  section  number 
from  “508”  to  “507.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  6, 
line  17,  after  the  word  “amended”,  to 
strike  out  “horticultural  employment, 
cotton  ginning  and  compression,  crush¬ 
ing  of  oilseeds,  and  the  packing,  can¬ 
ning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other  process¬ 
ing  of  perishable  or  seasonable  agricul¬ 
tural  products.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  6, 
line  21,  after  the  word  “employer”,  to 
strike  out  “includes  associations  or  other 
groups  of  employers”  and  insert  “shall 
include  an  association,  or  other  group, 
of  employers,  but  only  if  (A)  those  of  its 
members  for  whom  workers  are  being 
obtained  are  bound,  in  the  event  of  its 
default,  to  carry  out  the  obligations  un¬ 
dertaken  by  it  pursuant  to  section  502, 
or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines  that 


such  individual  liability  is  not  necessary 
to  assure  performance  of  such  obliga¬ 
tions.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  next  amendment  was,  on  page  7, 
after  line  4,  to  insert  a  new  section, 
as  follows : 

Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the  At¬ 
torney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general 
immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation 
of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural 
employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to 
permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the  United 
States  legally  to  remain  for  the  purpose  of 
engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment 
under  such  conditions  and  for  such  time  as 
he,  the  Attorney  General  shall  specify. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  President  pro  tempore.  That 
completes  the  committee  amendments. 
The  bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment,  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  1, 
beginning  with  line  6,  it  is  proposed  to 
strike  out  through  line  3  on  page  2  and 
insert  the  following: 

Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  (including  those  of  the 
continental  United  States,  Hawaii,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  Virgin  Islands)  and,  if  a  suf¬ 
ficient  number  of  such  workers  cannot  be 
supplied,  by  supplying  (pursuant  to  formal 
agreements  between  the  United  States  and 
foreign  countries  within  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere)  agricultural  workers  recruited  in 
such  foreign  countries,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  is  authorized. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  desire 
to  make  a  very  brief  statement  as  to  this 
amendment.  It  is  simple.  Either  we 
are  willing  to  treat  American  labor  on  an 
equal  basis  with  foreign  labor,  or  we  are 
not.  I  wish  to  take  my  stand  and  to 
make  it  clear  that  in  any  labor  legisla¬ 
tion  we  should  first  concern  ourselves 
with  the  welfare  of  our  own  United 
States  citizens  before  considering  em¬ 
ployment  opportunities  for  anyone  else. 

As  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Labor  Appropriations  of  the  Appropria¬ 
tions  Committee,  I  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  we  have  not  made  a 
reasonable  attempt  to  recruit  domestic 
farm  workers  or  to  pay  them  decent 
wages.  I  am  sure  that  if  a  national 
farm  labor  recruitment  program  were 
to  be  undertaken  we  would  certainly 
have  a  sufficient  labor  force  to  meet  the 
goals  of  our  agricultural  production. 

I  have  been  a  staunch  supporter  of 
fair  and  reasonable  prices  for  the  farm¬ 
er.  Likewise  I  have  fought  for  fair  and 
reasonable  wages  for  the  American  work¬ 
er.  The  producer  should  have  a  reason¬ 
able  profit.  In  that  respect  I  am  a  capi¬ 
talist.  The  worker  should  realize  a  rea¬ 
sonable  income  because  he  is  also  a  capi¬ 
talist.  In  our  economy  the  worker  and 
the  farmer  are  dependent  upon  each 
other.  I  feel  that  all  American  workers. 
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regardless  of  whether  they  are  office 
workers,  miners,  oil  drillers,  railroad 
workers,  or  Government  employees, 
should  have  decent  standards  of  living. 
I  cannot  allow  myself  to  think  that  be¬ 
cause  an  individual  decides  to  follow 
agricultural  pursuits  he  should  be  re¬ 
garded  as  an  inferior  type  of  worker.  To 
me  the  manual  laborer  is  just  as  impor¬ 
tant  in  our  society  as  the  white-collar 
worker. 

Given  decent  wages  and  conditions, 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  American 
farm  workers  would  be  available.  Today 
there  are  available  in  Puerto  Rico  50,000 
United  States  farm  workers  who  are  good 
enough  to  become  cannon  fodder  and  to 
be  slaughtered  on  foreign  battlefields; 
good  enough  to  have  their  legs  ampu¬ 
tated  and  to  be  at  Walter  Reed  Hospital; 
good  enough  to  die  in  Korea;  to  fight 
with  the  marines  on  Guadalcanal  and  on 
Okinawa,  but  discriminated  against  by 
legislation  which  would  import  foreign 
labor  to  their  detriment.  I  say  such  dis¬ 
crimination  is  un-American. 

I  want  Senators  to  listen  to  the  argu¬ 
ment  and  take  sides  on  the  question,  so 
that  noses  may  be  counted.  I  say  we 
should  not  discriminate  against  our  own 
people.  I  prefer  an  American  laborer  to 
any  foreign  laborer,  I  care  not  whence  he 
comes.  If  an  American  laborer  is  avail¬ 
able,  and  it  is  not  desired  to  give  him  an 
opportunity  for  employment,  I  want  Sen¬ 
ators  to  say  so  by  their  votes  this  after¬ 
noon.  If  they  prefer  foreign  laborers  to 
American  laborers,  one  of  whom  might 
even  today  be  receiving  a  decoration  for 
heroism  in  Korea,  very  well,  let  them 
say  so. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  amendment 
should  be  adopted  and  the  Secretary 
should  find  that  there  is  a  sufficient 
number  of  workers  in  Hawaii  or  Puerto 
Rico,  let  us  say,  what  would  be  the  me¬ 
chanics  by  which  a  Nebraska  farmer 
could  get  a  laborer  to  Nebraska  to  work 
on  a  beet  farm  there? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  have  always  been 
extremely  resourceful,  even  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  our  labor,  and  I  am  sure  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  would  find  some 
method  by  which  to  get  such  a  laborer  to 
Nebraska  or  elsewhere  where  his  services 
are  needed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Would  such  a  laborer 
have  the  same  opportunity  of  transpor¬ 
tation  being  furnished  him  that  is  ex¬ 
tended  now  to  Mexicans  under  the  con¬ 
tracts  which  are  made  with  them?  I  am 
speaking  simply  of  the  mechanics. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  my  intention  that 
he  should  have  it.  He  should  have  the 
same  opportunity.  I  think  American 
workmen  should  have  a  priority.  There¬ 
in  lies  the  difference  between  the  pro¬ 
ponents  of  the  bill  and  myself. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  hope  the  Senator  will 
not  misunderstand  me. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  I  do  not. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  know  that  in  my 
State  laborers  are  needed  in  the  sugar- 
beet  fields.  If  the  amendment  should 
be  adopted,  and  the  Secretary  should 
make  a  finding  that  there  was  plenty  of 
labor  in  Hawaii,  how  could  the  farmer 
in  Nebraska  get  into  contact  with  the 


laborer  in  Hawaii  and  get  him  to  a  Ne¬ 
braska  farm  to  work  in  the  sugar- 
beet  field? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  assure  the  Senator 
from  Nebraska,  or  the  Senators  from  any 
other  States,  that  if  work  is  made  avail¬ 
able  for  American  laborers,  they  will  got 
to  the  location  of  the  employment  some¬ 
how,  provided  starvation  wages  are  not 
paid.  I  know  no  one  wants  starvation' 
wages  to  be  paid. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  As  in  the  case  of  any 
other  laborer,  he  would  have  to  make  his 
own  contract. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  go  a  little  fur¬ 
ther.  What  is  wrong  with  the  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  did  not  say  there  was 
anything  wrong  with  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  not  accusing  the 
Senator  of  having  said  there  was. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  trying  to  obtain 
information  with  respect  to  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  is  wrong  With  it? 
If  we  were  to  say  to  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  “Look  into  the  matter  of 
farm  labor;  we  need  it,”  and  he  found 
that  American  labor  could  not  be  ob¬ 
tained  but  that  he  could  get  farm  labor 
from  Mexico,  the  provisions  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  bill  by  the  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  would  prevail.  All  I  am  asking  is 
that  we  take  care  of  our  own  American 
labor,  if  there  is  any  way  to  do  it.  If 
we  can  make  American  labor  available, 
very  well.  I  am  against  legislation  that 
picks  out  one  country  from  which  to  se¬ 
cure  labor  which  might  be  subjected  to 
exploitation.  I  do  not  like  “one  coun¬ 
try  legislation,”  except  for  our  own  coun¬ 
try,  and  in  that  case  I  want  it  to  apply  to 
the  entire  country. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  wish  to  ask  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  whether  there  is  now  any  restriction 
on  citizens  of  Hawaii  coming  to  this 
country,  or  on  citizens  of  Puerto  Rico 
from  coming  to  this  country  now.  My 
understanding  is  that  they  can  come  in 
and  go  out  freely. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  certainly  can. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  So  what  is 
the  use  of  the  amendment  that  applies 
to  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii?  There  is 
no  restraint  against  citizens  of  Puerto 
Rico  or  Hawaii  coming  into  continental 
United  States  now. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  no  restraint 
at  all,  except  that  involved  in  their 
ability  to  pay  their  way.  There  is  no 
restraint  in  the  matter  of  buying  mink 
coats,  but  many  people  do  not  have  the 
necessary  $8,000.  There  is  no  restraint 
in  the  matter  of  boarding  an  airplane  at 
San  Juan,  P.  R„  or  Ponce,  and  coming 
to  the  United  States,  but  many  people 
do  not  have  sufficient  money  to  take  that 
journey. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  As  I  under¬ 
stood  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  a 
moment  ago — and  if  I  am  in  error  I  want 
to  be  corrected — he  said  in  answer  to  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska,  who  asked  him 
how  the  Nebraska  farmer  was  going  to 
get  the  imported  labor  to  work  for  him  in 


his  beet  fields,  that  if  work  was  available 
there  was  no  need  to  worry,  that  the 
workers  would  find  their  own  way  to 
reach  it.  What  is  the  need  of  legisla¬ 
tion,  if  they  can  come  here  without  re¬ 
straint,  if  they  can  find  their  own  way 
here?  In  that  case  there  is  no  need  fot 
the  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  many  of  them 
can,  but  many  of  them  probably  cannot. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  That  is,  the 
Senator  is  proposing  to  pay  their  way 
from  Hawaii  to  the  United  States? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  would  pay  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  a  Puerto  Rican  or  a  Hawaiian 
before  I  would  pay  the  expenses  of  one 
of  His  Majesty’s  subjects  from  Jamaica, 
yes.  If  necessary,  I  would  do  so.  We 
did  so  during  the  war.  What  is  wrong 
with  doing  so  now? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Without  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment  an  employer 
could -pay  the  expenses  of  a  laborer  from 
Hawaii  to  the  United  States  or  from 
Puerto  Rico  to  the  United  States.  He 
does  not  need  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  to  do  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Oh,  yes,  he  does. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  That  is  the 
point  I  am  trying  to  have  cleared  up. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  point  I  wish  to 
make  is  that  the  Government  should  be 
made  conscious  of  the  fact  that  there  is 
American  labor  available,  and  that  it 
should  be  utilized,  and  the  Government 
should  be  responsible  for  such  utiliza¬ 
tion.  That  is  why  the  amendment  is 
necessary. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Does  the  Sen¬ 
ator  now  propose  to  subsidize  these 
workers  by  paying  their  transportation? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  contends  that  there  is  as 
much  need  for  the  amendment  to  the 
proposed  legislation  as  there  is  for  the 
legislation  itself.  If  the  Senator  from 
Iowa  is  correct,  and  laborers  can  come  in 
from  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico,  and  if  they 
are  available  for  farm  work  here,  and  the 
farmer  from  Iowa  is  willing  to  bring 
them  in,  then  why  pass  legislation  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  importing  of  thousands 
and  thousands  of  foreign  laborers? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  My  point  is 
that  the  proposed  legislation  is  not 
needed  for  the  people  of  Puerto  Rico  and 
Hawaii.  So  far  as  the  Mexican  situa¬ 
tion  is  concerned,  an  international  ques¬ 
tion  of  law  is  involved.  The  immigra¬ 
tion  laws  are  involved.  We  must  au¬ 
thorize  entry  under  proper  restrictions, 
otherwise  we  will  have  the  wetback 
problem  again,  and  illegal  entrance  and 
complete  breakdown  of  the  immigra¬ 
tion  laws.  As  I  understand,  the  only 
necessity  for  the  bill  is  that  there  be 
proper  compliance  with  our  immigration 
laws,  under  certain  control  conditions, 
so  that  persons  will  come  into  this 
country  legally  and  will  leave  the  coun¬ 
try  legally.  That  is  the  only  reason  for 
the  bill.  We  do  not  need  it  for  Hawaii 
and  Puerto  Rico. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  know  it  is  not  needed 
for  Hawaii  and  Puerto  Rico,  but  I  still 
insist  that  even  in  dealing  with  interna¬ 
tional  matters  some  consideration 
should  be  given  to  our  own  citizens  who 
may  need  work. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  employer 
can  go  to  Hawaii  and  secure  laborers. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Oh,  yes,  certainly  he 
can;  but  he  will  not. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Does  the 
Senator  intend  that  the  Government 
shall  subsidize  the  workers  by  paying 
their  transportation  from  Hawaii  to  the 
United  States?  Does  the  Senator  in¬ 
tend  that  the  Government  shall  pay  the 
expenses? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  it  is  necessary  to 
subsidize  the  worker  by  paying  his  trans¬ 
portation,  yes,  and,  as  proposed  in  the 
bill,  even  to  the  extent  of  $20. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  theory  of 
the  bill  is  that  there  shall  be  no  Gov¬ 
ernment  subsidy:  that  employers  shall 
pay  the  whole  expense. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  that  under  the  theory  of  the  bill 
there  will  be  a  breaking  down  of  Amer¬ 
ican  labor.  Under  the  theory  of  the 
bill  there  will  be  slave  labor.  We  have 
gotten  away  from  such  a  thing  in  New 
Mexico  and  Louisiana  long,  long  ago, 
and  it  is  not  coming  back.  ' 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  one  more  question? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  make  a  fur¬ 
ther  point.  In  our  international  rela¬ 
tions  we  should  treat  all  foreign  coun¬ 
tries  alike.  Our  international  relations 
should  be  as  the  phrase  itself  implies — 
international  relations.  We  should  not 
show  preference  to  any  country  by  leav¬ 
ing  it  out  of  the  effects  of  the  proposed 
legislation.  It  is  not  right  to  reach  for¬ 
mal  agreements  with  only  one  country, 
establishing  standards  and  conditions 
for  the  importation  of  its  agricultural 
workers.  In  this  instance  the  only 
reason  why  one  country  was  picked  out 
was  because  the  available  labor  in  that 
country  was  hungry  and  poor,  because 
need  existed  there  because  in  that  coun¬ 
try  there  was  a  class  of  labor  which  could 
be  employed  at  starvation  wages.  How¬ 
ever,  eventually  the  use  of  that  labor  at 
such  low  wages  and  under  such  bad  living 
conditions  will  interfere  completely  with 
our  economic  system,  will  break  down 
the  thing  we  love  to  brag  about,  the 
American  standards,  will  establish  dif¬ 
ferent  standards  and  conditions  for  im¬ 
ported  agricultural  workers,  and  will 
leave  the  door  wide  open  for  other  coun¬ 
tries  to  send  their  surplus  labor  into  the 
United  States.  Therefore,  all  importa¬ 
tions  of  foreign  labor  should  be  made 
under  formal  agreements,  and  then  there 
will  be  no  danger  of  having  interna¬ 
tional  tensions  later  on. 

Last,  but  not  least,  I  should  like  to 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  in  my 
home  State,  more  American  Indians 
could  be  recruited  if  decent  working  con¬ 
ditions  and  reasonable  wages  were  made 
available  to  them.  There  are  approxi¬ 
mately  52,000  Navajos  in  the  States  of 
New  Mexico  and  Arizona.  We  have  per¬ 
haps  36,000  Pueblo  Indians  there.  We 
also  have  the  Mescaleros,  the  Zunis,  and 
the  Apaches.  Yesterday  I  inserted  in 
the  Record  telegrams  from  the  governors 
of  various  of  the  Pueblos  who  are  opposed 
to  the  original  Ellender  bill. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  not  easy  for  me  to 
oppose  the  Ellender  bill.  It  would  have 
been  much  easier  for  me  to  keep  quiet 
and  thus  satisfy  a  few  greedy  people  in 
my  home  State.  But  I  refuse  to  do 


that.  When  many  people  of  my  State 
have  to  leave  New  Mexico  in  order  to 
find  work  in  the  sugar-beet  fields  of 
Colorado  or  Wyoming  or  to  herd  sheep 
in  Montana,  simply  because  a  few  greedy, 
selfish  slave  drivers  would  bring  in  to 
supplant  them  at  their  homes,  Mexican 
labor  that  is  starving  to  death,  I  will  not 
agree  that  that  should  be  done.  I  would 
rather  lose  my  seat  in  the  Senate  than 
agree  to  have  that  done. 

Mr.  President,  the  issue  is  clear.  Let 
Senators  vote  on  it  one  way  or  the  other, 
and  let  their  stand  on  it  be  clearly  under¬ 
stood.  If  Senators  prefer  Argentine 
beef,  to  American  beef,  let  them  vote  for 
cheap  foreign  labor,  as  provided  in  this 
bill.  If  Senators  favor  the  importation 
of  the  foot-and-mouth  disease  from 
Mexico,  when  we  have  spent  $120,000,000 
to  keep  that  disease  away  from  our  bor¬ 
ders,  let  them  so  vote,  but  likewise  they 
should  vote  for  the  cancer  bill,  because  it 
affects  human  beings  and  the  basis  of 
human  life  and  the  entire  economic  sys¬ 
tem  of  our  country  and  the  things  that 
Lincoln  stood  for.  ^ 

Senators  who  favor  the  appropriation 
of  funds  to  enable  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  to  eradicate  the  Mexican 
fruit  fly,  should  not  vote  for  this  bill, 
because  the  effect  of  the  bill  on  health 
conditions  and  on  labor  and  on  the 
economic  life  of  our  country  will  be  more 
disastrous  than  all  the  damage  which 
can  be  done  by  the  Mexican  fruit  fly. 
Senators  who  wish  to  exterminate  the 
foreign  boll-weevil  should  help  us  ex¬ 
terminate  a  thing  which  is  much  more 
dangerous  and  can  be  much  more  dis¬ 
astrous.  Let  us  not  take  advantage  of 
human  misery. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  have  studied  the 
amendment  which  has  been  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.  It  does 
not  propose  to  amend  the  bill  in  the 
manner  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  just  been  stating  it  will.  In  other 
words,  I  cannot  understand  how  his  re¬ 
marks  and  his  charges  have  any  con¬ 
nection  at  all  with  a  vote  against  the 
amendment.  I  fail  to  understand  how  a 
Senator  who  votes  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  will  be  expressing  opposition  to 
labor  opportunities  and  proper  laboring 
conditions  for  American  citizens.  The 
remarks  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
are  one  thing,  but  his  amendment  is 
quite  another. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  was  stating  my 
opinion.  If  the  amendment  does  what 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  says  it  does, 
he  should  have  no  objection  to  voting 
for  the  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  should  like  to  ask 
another  question  about  the  mechanics 
of  the  amendment.  Let  us  say  that  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  finds  that  there  is  in 
Hawaii  a  surplus  of  farm  labor — to  the 
extent,  say,  of  20,000  persons;  and  let  us 
say  that  ample  information  is  made 
available  in  Hawaii  in  regard  to  agricul¬ 
tural  jobs  which  are  available  in  the 
United  States;  but  let  us  say  that  none  of 


the  20,000  surplus  laborers  in  Hawaii 
wish  to  come  to  Nebraska  to  work,  but, 
instead,  wish  to  remain  in  Hawaii. 
Let  us  say  that  a  similar  condition  is 
found  to  exist  in  Puerto  Rico;  in  other 
words,  despite  the  fact  that  those  work¬ 
ers,  if  they  come  to  this  country  to  work, 
are  offered  regular  American  wages,  the 
regular  scale  of  wages,  nevertheless  they 
refuse  to  come.  Perhaps  I  am  stating  a 
theoretical  case  which  never  will  occur, 
but  I  am  worried  about  the  question  of 
getting  the  needed  labor  in  Nebraska. 

Certainly  our  farmers  are  willing  to 
pay  the  going  wage  for  agricultural 
labor.  I  know  of  no  one  in  Nebraska 
who  is  in  favor  of  slave  labor.  Our  peo¬ 
ple  pay  the  going  wage. 

Let  us  say  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
finds  that  a  surplus  of  labor  exists  in 
Hawaii  or  in  Puerto  Rico,  but  let  us  as¬ 
sume  that  those  surplus  laborers  do  not 
take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to 
work  in  the  United  States.  Will  that 
mean  that  the  amendment,  if  adopted, 
will  not  permit  the  Government  or  con¬ 
tractors  to  make  negotiations  on  an  in¬ 
ternational  basis  with  Mexico  to  obtain 
Mexican  labor? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  No;  the  amendment 
means  just  the  reverse.  Under  the  con¬ 
ditions  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  has 
outlined,  if  the  surplus  workers  in  Ha¬ 
waii  decide  for  their  own  reasons  to 
remain  in  Hawaii  and  if  the  surplus 
workers  in  Puerto  Rico  decide  for  their 
own  reasons  to  remain  there,  even  under 
conditions  which  are  much  worse  than 
the  conditions  under  which  they  would 
work  in  the  United  States,  then  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  will  certify  to  that  fact, 
and  then  contracts  such  as  those  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  has  mentioned 
can  be  made,  under  the  provisions  of 
this  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mechanically  it  will 
be  a  rather  difficult  thing  to  do,  will  it 
not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  worker  does  not 
want  to  come  to  the  United  States,  our 
farmers  simply  will  be  unable  to  have 
the  benefit  of  his  labor. 

Mr.  V/HERRY.  However,  it  would  be 
difficult  to  have  the  survey  made  and  to 
demonstrate  the  situation  in  regard  to 
such  a  labor  surplus.  In  other  words,  it 
would  seem  that  that  would  be  a  rather 
difficult  job  for  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
to  perform  in  the  case  of  Hawaii. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a 
big  job  to  protect  American  labor  and 
American  industry. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  quarreling 
about  that  at  all;  that  is  not  the  reason 
why  I  am  asking  the  question. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  a  contract  is 
entered  into  ^ith  Mexico  on  an  inter¬ 
national  basis,  the  Mexican  labor  will  be 
brought  to  the  border,  and  there  will  be 
proper  distribution,  for  the  Mexican  au¬ 
thorities  know  how  to  contact  those 
laborers.  After  all,  they  have  been  doing 
that  for  many  years. 

However,  let  us  assume  that  under  the 
provisions  of  this  amendment,  if  it  is 
agreed  to,  it  is  determined  that  we  do 
not  wish  to  contract  any  longer  for  such, 
labor  until  we  find  whether  there  Is  a 
surplus  of  labor  in  Hawaii;  and  suppose 
we  rely  upon  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
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make  that  determination.  I  wish  to 
know  whether,  in  making  that  determi¬ 
nation,  the  length  of  time  required  to 
make  it  or  the  mechanics  involved  or  any 
other  factor  in  that  connection  will  re¬ 
sult  in  blocking  negotiations  with  Mex¬ 
ico,  if  in  the  final  analysis  it  is  deter¬ 
mined  that  there  is  a  surplus  of  20,000 
laborers  in  Hawaii. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  amendment  will 
not  do  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  what  I  wish 
to  know. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  as  anxious  as  is 
any  other  Senator  that  American  farm¬ 
ers  shall  have  the  labor  they  need.  All 
I  am  asking  by  the  amendment  is  that 
we  find  out  whether  sufficient  labor  is 
already  available.  If  it  is  not,  then  let 
us  import  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  not  troubled 
about  the  labor  we  have  in  the  United 
States;  I  am  referring  to  the  labor  that 
may  be  available  in  Puerto  Rico  or  in 
Hawaii.  If  this  amendment  is  adopted, 
we  shall  have  to  determine  what  the  sit¬ 
uation  is  in  Puerto  Rico  and  in  Hawaii. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Secretary  of 
Labor  will  have  to  make  that  finding  and 
will  have  to  certify  as  to  that  situation 
before  we  shall  be  entitled  to  contract  for 
the  importation  of  Mexican  labor.  If 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  finds  there  is  a 
surplus  of  labor  in  Puerto  Rico  or  Ha¬ 
waii,  we  shall  be  unable  to  make  such 
contracts  for  the  importation  of  Mex¬ 
ican  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well.  General 
Hershey  sends  out  his  agents,  and  they 
have  no  difficulty  whatever  in  saying, 
“Come  here,  Manuel;  we  are  going  to 
ship  you  to  Port  Benning,  and  later  on 
you  will  go  to  Korea.”  In  view  of  that 
system,  what  is  wrong  with  having  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  for  whose  Depart¬ 
ment  we  appropriate  millions  of  dollars, 
operate  in  a  similar  way  in  serving  an 
even  better  purpose? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  has  a  very  laudable  mo¬ 
tive  and  I  believe  that  we  should  employ 
all  available  American  farm  labor  be¬ 
fore  we  import  any.  However,  I  recall 
that  each  fall  a  few  thousand  Canadians 
come  into  Maine  to  ffelp  harvest  the 
potato  crop;  they  come  into  Maine  year 
after  year  for  that  purpose.  They  are 
experts  at  that  job.  I  wonder  whether, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Senator’s 
amendment,  if  it  is  adopted,  those  Ca¬ 
nadians  could  be  admitted  for  that  pur¬ 
pose,  so  long  as  there  were  Puerto 
Ricans  or  Hawaiians  who  were  willing 
to  go  to  Maine  to  help  harvest  potatoes. 

Furthermore,  would  not  the  amend¬ 
ment  call  for  a  formal  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  Canada  in 
that  connection? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  One  of  my  objections 
to  the  bill  is  just  that.  I  wish  the  agree¬ 
ment  and  the  law  might  affect  Canada 
as  well  as  Mexico.  If  it  did,  I  think 
possibly  we  would  have  a  little  happier 
situation  and  possibly  a  somewhat 
healthier  one,  because  Canadians  could 
not  be  treated  the  way  the  poor  Mexican 


is  treated.  He  is  up  against  it,  I  may  tell 
the  Senator. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  correct.  The 
Canadian  receives  the  prevailing  wage, 
under  suitable  living  conditions. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  He  enjoys  better  living 
conditions  than  the  Mexican. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  There  is  no  question 
about  that.  But  I  would  still  hate  to 
have  them  precluded.  They  come  for  a 
month’s  time  only. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  want  them. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  We  have  to  obtain  per¬ 
mission.  In  New  England,  it  is  necessary 
to  obtain  the  approval  of  the  Secreary  of 
Labor  and  of  the  Immigration  Service. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  willing  to  go  even 
further  than  the  Senator.  It  happens  to 
be  the  result  of  provisions  of  the  bill  that 
Mexico  only  is  affected.  I  am  trying  to 
take  care  of  American  citizens,  but  I 
would  join  with  the  Senator  in  making 
the  terms  of  the  bill  broader,  so  that  they 
would  include  Canada. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  point  out  to 
the  Senator  that  his  amendment  in¬ 
cludes  Canada. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  it  includes  the 
Western  Hemisphere. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Western  Hemis¬ 
phere  includes  Canada.  I  was  disturbed 
about  the  Canadians. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  ad¬ 
dressing  myself  briefly  to  another  line  of 
argument,  I  may  say  that  about  3  weeks 
ago,  the  United  States,  which  is  leading 
the  world  in  an  effort  to  bring  about 
democracy,  which  sermonizes  to  the 
world  about  democracy  and  fair  play  and 
decent  living  conditions,  and  this  and 
that,  which  is  able  to  appropriate  bil¬ 
lions  of  dollars  to  help  other  countries, 
was  represented  at  a  meeting  here  with 
the  so-called  Latin-American  countries, 
for  the  purpose  of  endeavoring  to  reach 
an  agreement  on  military  assistance. 
In  view  of  the  present  world  situation, 
I  agreed  with  the  purposes  of  that  con¬ 
ference,  and  with  what  was  being  at¬ 
tempted.  But  I  wish  the  time  might 
come  when  we  would  have  agreements 
whose  purpose  would  be  the  uplifting  of 
mankind  instead  of  its  destruction.  If 
our  country  can  make  an  agreement 
with  the  Latin-American  countries  rela¬ 
tive  to  matters  which  could  mean  the 
destruction  of  human  life,  why  is  it 
necessary  that,  in  dealing  with  labor,  we 
deal  with  one  nation  only?  Why?  The 
answer  is  easy.  It  is  found  in  the  neces¬ 
sities  of  the  human  beings  across  the 
border.  It  is  necessary  for  them  to  eat. 
It  is  the  old,  old  story  of  pelf  and  greed, 
which  seek  to  exploit  the  needy.  I  re¬ 
peat,  I  love  the  standards  of  living  of  the 
United  States.  I  wish  to  continue  to 
enjoy  them.  They  are  grand.  We  are 
endeavoring  to  carry  out  the  basic  con¬ 
cepts  of  those  who  dared  to  write  the 
words,  “We,  the  people  of  the  United 
States.”  We  are  endeavoring  to  effectu¬ 
ate  all  the  noble  purposes  of  those  who 
signed  the  Declaration  of  Independence, 
of  those  who,  like  Thomas  Jefferson, 
dared  to  think  and  to  believe  that  all 
men  were  created  equal,  of  those  who 
believed  in  the  fundamental  tenets  of 
Andrew  Jackson,  of  those  who  would  put 
into  effect  the  philosophy  of  Jefferson, 
of  those  who  believed  in  the  deeds  and 


the  words  of  the  humble  and  meek  man 
who  was  murdered  at  Ford’s  Theater  in 
Washington,  a  man  who  did  away  with 
human  slavery — in  a  word,  those  who 
believe  in  carrying  out  the  noble  pur¬ 
poses  of  those  who  are  apostles  of  real 
Americanism. 

Mr.  President,  I  leave  the  subject 
there.  No  motives  will  be  questioned.  I 
am  making  a  statement  of  my  opinion 
and  of  how  I  feel  about  the  matter.  I 
still  believe  in  majority  rule,  I  still  be¬ 
lieve  in  this  body’s  deciding  for  itself. 
My  purpose  in  discussing  the  bill  and  in 
discussing  the  amendment  is  to  con¬ 
tribute  my  opinion  for  what  it  may  be 
worth  in  assisting  other  Senators  finally 
to  come  to  a  definite  conclusion  as  to 
what  they  should  do.  I  thank  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  a 
good  way  to  scuttle  this  bill  would  be  to 
adopt  the  pending  amendment.  To  be¬ 
gin  with,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  now 
authorized  to  recruit  domestic  workers. 
Under  the  law  he  is  in  a  position  to  re¬ 
cruit  Hawaiians,  Puerto  Ricans,  and 
those  who  live  in  the  Virgin  Islands. 
When  the  committee  considered  this 
bill,  we  intended  to  cover  all  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  of  the  Western  Hemisphere,  includ¬ 
ing  Canada,  Hawaii,  and  the  islands  off 
the  eastern  coast  of  our  country.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  hearings  it  was  brought  out  that 
under  the  existing  law  there  is  a  pro¬ 
cedure  which  has  been  in  effect  for  quite 
some  time  in  regard  to  recruiting  work¬ 
ers  from  offshore,  such  as  the  residents 
of  the  Bahamas  and  Jamaica,  as  well 
as  Canadians.  The  method  pursued 
as  to  those  islands  was  that  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  should  cer¬ 
tify  that  within  a  certain  period  there 
was  a  scarcity  of  domestic  farm  labor. 
After  the  certification  was  made,  em¬ 
ployers  could  then  go  to  the  islands  to 
make  individual  contracts  with  the 
islanders  residing  in  the  Bahamas  and 
in  Jamaica,  and  could  do  the  same  with 
Canadians.  The  plan  has  worked  very 
well.  Employers  furnish  subsistence 
and  pay  the  cost  of  transporting  work¬ 
ers  from  their  places  of  residence  to  the 
United  States.  In  most  cases  they  are 
sent  back  at  their  own  expense.  The 
contract  is  signed  and  executed  by  the 
employer  under  existing  laws.  There 
can  be  no  necessity  for  disturbing  that 
method  of  dealing  with  these  foreign 
workers.  As  I  have  said  on  many  oc¬ 
casions,  it  is  necessary  to  enact  the 
pending  measure,  because  Mexico  has 
refused  to  enter  into  agreements  similar 
to  those  which  can  be  entered  into  with 
Canada,  Jamaica,  the  Bahamas,  and 
other  countries  of  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere. 

In  other  words,  with  Mexico  refusing 
to  continue  the  program  under  the  law 
as  it  now  exists,  our  employers  will  be 
precluded  after  June  30  from  contract¬ 
ing  for  workers  in  Mexico  as  has 
heretofore  been  the  case;  therefore,  the 
necessity  for  enacting  this  legislation 
without  delay. 

My  distinguished  friend  from  New 
Mexico  has  been  pounding  along  with 
the  argument  that  domestic  workers 
should  be  taken  care  of  first.  I  agree  to 
that.  The  whole  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry  agreed  to  that,  and 
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we  have  placed  in  the  bill  a  provision, 
under  section  503,  which  states  that — 

No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall 
he  available  for  employment  in  any  area  un¬ 
less  the  Director  of  State  Employment 
Security  for  such  area  has  determined  and 
certified  that  (1)  sufficient  domestic  workers 
who  are  able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  not 
available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to 
perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers 
are  to  be  employed,  and  (2)  the  employment 
of  such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic 
agricultural  workers  similarly  employed. 

In  other  words,  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  Administrator  first  to  see  to  it  that 
there  are  no  domestic  laborers  in  the 
area,  which  would  include  Indians  and 
other  Americans,  who  are  able,  willing, 
and  qualified  to  do  the  work.  If  he 
should  find  there  is  not  sufficient  domes¬ 
tic  labor,  then  and  only  in  that  event  the 
certification  can  be  made  which  would 
permit  the  importation  of  Mexican 
workers.  In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  we  have  heard  a  great  deal  about 
slave  wages.  But  the  bil  provides  that 
“the  employment  of  such  workers  will 
not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  work¬ 
ing  conditions  of  domestic  agricultural 
workers  similarly  employed.” 

That  language  simply  means  that  the 
employees  who  come  from  Mexico  must 
be  paid  at  least  the  prevailing  wage  as 
is  paid  to  domestic  workers  who  are  em¬ 
ployed  locally. 

Mr.  President,  this  bill  authorizes  the 
signing  of  contracts  between  American 
employers  and  Mexican  workers  when 
the  latter  are  brought  from  within 
Mexico  to  the  United  States.  I  have  read 
to  the  Senate  on  several  occasions  the 
provisions  of  the  agreement.  Among  the 
provisions  which  I  am  sure  will  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  future  agreements  will  be 
the  one  which  is  now  in  the  present  indi¬ 
vidual  work  contract  as  to  the  payment 
of  wages,  as  follows: 

The  employer  shall  pay  the  worker  the 
prevailing  wage  rate  paid  to  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  for  similar  work  and  in  the 
manner  paid  within  the  area  of  employ¬ 
ment,  or  the  rate  specified  on  the  last  page 
of  this  contract,  whichever  is  the  greater. 

With  reference  to  the  latter  clause 
on  wages,  specified  on  the  last  page  of 
the  contract,  the  wages  are  agreed  to  in 
advance,  and  the  minimum  wage  rate  is 
determined  by  employers  in  the  locality, 
under  the  auspices  of  the  United  States 
Employment  Service,  and  in  all  cases  the 
actual  wage  is  written  into  the  contract 
so  that  the  worker  knows  what  he  will 
receive  before  he  leaves  the  place  on  the 
border. 

The  bill  further  provides  that  it  is  up 
to  the  employee  as  to  whom  he  works  for 
and  what  kind  of  work  he  will  engage  in. 

As  I  pointed  out  in  the  earlier  part 
of  my  remarks  last  week— and  I  may  say 
this  is  the  fifth  day  we  have  been  con¬ 
sidering  this  bill — there  was  a  provision 
in  the  old  contract  which  forced  the 
employer  to  furnish  a  bond  for  the  re¬ 
turn  of  the  Mexican  laborers  he  em¬ 
ployed.  That  was  not  desired  by  the 
employer,  for  the  simple  reason  that 
there  was  no  way  by  which  the  employer 
could  make  the  worker  remain  on  the 
farm.  If  the  worker  left,  the  employer 


could  be  made  not  only  to  forfeit  the 
bond,  but  also  to  reimburse  the  Govern¬ 
ment  for  the  entire  cost  of  returning  the 
employee  to  Mexico.  It  was  shown  that 
in  many  cases  where  the  bond  was  for¬ 
feited,  employees  had  already  returned 
to  Mexico,  but  it  was  not  done  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  Immigration  Service 
regulations.  They  wanted  certification 
that  he  had  returned,  and  they  wanted 
evidence  of  the  fact,  but  in  many  cases, 
although  letters  were  presented  to  show 
that  the  employee  had  returned,  the 
bonds  were  forfeited  nonetheless. 

Under  the  terms  of  this  bill,  the  United 
States  Government,  acting  through  the 
Labor  Department,  the  Immigration 
Service,  and  the  health  aauthorities,  will 
make  selection  of  Mexican  employees 
who  are  eligible  to  work  in  the  United 
States.  Those  employees  are  brought  to 
the  border  and  there  a  contract  is  en¬ 
tered  into  voluntarily  between  the  em¬ 
ployer  and  the  employees,  with  the  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  Government  will 
guarantee  to  each  worker  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  the  contract  insofar  as  wages 
and  transportation  are  concerned.  That 
is  why  it  is  necessary  that  authority  be 
granted  for  an  agency  of  Government  to 
enter  into  this  kind  of  a  program. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  As  I  understand  the 
Senator,  the  function  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  is  to  go  to  Mexico  and  recruit 
employees.  » 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Who  makes  the  con¬ 
tract? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  workers  and 
the  employers.  I  do  not  know  that  my 
good  friend  heard  what  I  said,  but  before 
certification  can  be  made,  which  would 
be  followed  by  recruitment,  two  things 
must  be  found,  namely,  that  sufficient 
domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing, 
and  qualified,  are  not  available. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Qualified  to  labor? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  that  they  are 
not  available  at  the  place  and  time 
needed  to  perform  the  work  requested; 
second,  that  the  employment  of  such 
workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domes¬ 
tic  agricultural  workers  similarly  em¬ 
ployed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  is  the  period  of 
time  as  to  domestic  wages? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  under 
the  bill  we  are  now  considering,  the 
certification  that  domestic  workers  are 
not  available  will  be  made  by  the  director 
of  State  employment  security.  But  I 
desire  to  state  to  my  good  friend  that 
there  are  two  or  three  amendments 
which  will  be  presented  to  change  that 
provision  by  designating  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  make  the  certification,  so  that 
certification  can  be  made  on  a  national 
level. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Will  the  Senator  par¬ 
don  me  for  a  moment  on  that  point? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Is  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  willing  to  accept  such  an 
amendment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  leave  that  to 
the  Senate.  I  am  directed  by  the  com¬ 


mittee  to  present  its  findings,  but  I  will 
say  to  my  good  friend  that  I  shall  urge 
no  serious  objection.  On  the  contrary, 
it  is  my  purpose  to  present  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate  a  press  release  issued  in  Mexico  by 
the  Mexican  Government  to  the  effect 
that  unless  a  provision  of  that  kind  is 
in  the  bill,  the  Mexican  Government  will 
not  enter  into  any  contracts.  In  other 
words,  the  Mexican  Government  is  de¬ 
sirous,  that  certification  of  need  in  this 
country  he  established  on  a  national 
basis  rather  than  on  a  State  basis.  The 
press  release  reads  in  part: 

3.  Mexico  will  not  agree  to  State  govern¬ 
ment  agencies  assuming  any  responsibility 
in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the 
bracero  program. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  am  glad  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  thinks  that  some  con¬ 
sideration  should  be  given  to  the  state 
of  mind  of  the  Mexican  Government.  I 
certainly  would  recommend  for  his  con¬ 
sideration,  before  final  determination, 
some  of  the  statements  made  by  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens  on  the  same  subject. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Further  to  answer 
the  question  of  my  good  friend,  as  I  have 
indicated,  two  things  would  have  to  be 
determined  on  a  national  level  should 
this  amendment  prevail,  as  it  possibly 
will. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  wish  the  Senator 
would  say  “Yes.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Which  amendment  is 
going  to  prevail? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  An  amendment  is 
pending  to  place  certification  on  a  na¬ 
tional  rather  than  on  a  State  level.  I 
am  sure  it  would  undercut  many  of  the 
arguments  which  my  good  friend  has 
been  making  for  the  past  few  days. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  it  would  im¬ 
prove  the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  knew  about  it  right  along.  He  was 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  amendments 
were  pending,  and  he  knew  my  attitude 
toward  them.  I  pointed  out  that  before 
any  Mexican  labor  could  be  recruited, 
if  the  amendment  pending  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  placing  the  certification  on  a 
national  basis  is  adopted,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  would  be  bound  to  determine 
whether  or  not  there  was  sufficient  do¬ 
mestic  labor  available  to  do  the  work. 
If  he  found  that  there  was  sufficient  do¬ 
mestic  labor  available  Mexican  labor 
could  not  be  recruited.  On  the  other 
hand,  if  he  found  that  there  was  not  a 
sufficient  amount  of  domestic  labor 
available,  he  would  have  to  take  the  fur¬ 
ther  step  of  finding  that  the  employment 
of  such  foreign  workers  would  not  ad¬ 
versely  affect  the  wages  and  working 
conditions  of  domestic  agricultural 
workers  similarly  employed. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  When  we  have  records 
and  statistics  showing  that  local  labor 
in  the  States  of  Texas  and  New  Mexico 
is  paid  $1.75  a  day,  and  Mexican  labor 
is  paid  $3  a  day,  what  can  we  expect? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  My  good  friend  re¬ 
fers  to  wetbacks.  To  my  knowledge,  he 
has  read  into  the  Record,  at  least  four 
times,  a  telegram  from  some  veterans 
in  Corpus  Christi. 
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Mr.  CHAVEZ.  From  a  Catholic  arch¬ 
bishop. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  from  some  vet¬ 
erans. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  the  Senator  will 
look  at  the  telegram  again  he  will  see 
that  the  veterans  discuss  wetbacks.  It 
is  true  that  the  situation  on  the  Mexican 
border  at  times  is  very  unsatisfactory. 
The  so-called  wetbacks  swim  across  the 
Rio  Grande.  They  know  they  are  vio¬ 
lating  the  law.  They  want  to  work  for 
an  American  employer.  In  many  in¬ 
stances  the  employer  hides  them  out  and 
works  them  secretly,  because  he  knows 
the  wetback  is  illegally  in  the  country. 
Therefore  an  employee  working  under 
such  conditions  would  be  willing  to  work 
for  a  bare  subsistence. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  were  as 
well  acquainted  with  conditions  around 
the  Rio  Grande  as  are  the  junior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  and  the  senior  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  he  would  not  say  that 
the  wetbacks  swim  across  the  river. 
Sometimes  there  is  not  sufficient  water 
in  the  river  to  cover  their  feet.  They 
simply  walk  across. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Would  they  then  be 
called  drybacks,  instead  of  wetbacks? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Drybacks  and  wet¬ 
backs. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  repeat  that  the 
amendment  which  is  now  pending  is  ab¬ 
solutely  unnecessary,  in  that  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  now  has  the  authority  to 
recruit  domestic  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  inquired  along 
that  line  of  the  Labor  Department,  par¬ 
ticularly  its  Employment  Service.  I  may 
say  that  I  have  been  closer  to  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  labor  and  what  it  is  supposed  to 
represent  than  the  average  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry.  I  have  been  very  close  to  it,  I 
may  say  to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 
I  have  helped  appropriate  millions  of 
dollars  which  they  get  for  employment. 
When  an  inquiry  was  made  of  Mr.  Good¬ 
win,  of  the  Employment  Service,  as  to 
what  they  had  done,  he  answered  that 
they  had  done  very  little  with  reference 
to  finding  out  about  American  labor. 
What  does  the  Senator  think  we  can 
expect  from  the  Department  under  such 
conditions? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sorry  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  has  so  little  re¬ 
spect  for  the  Department  of  Labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  After  dealing  with 
them  for  10  or  12  years,  I  have  come  to 
that  conclusion. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  think  if  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  is  empowered  to  do  the 
things  that  we  propose  he  should  do,  he 
will  do  his  duty. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  say  that  after  we 
have  given  millions  of  dollars  to  investi¬ 
gate  unemployment  or  employment — 
and  Congress  does  it  every  year — and 
they  still  cannot  come  before  a  commit¬ 
tee  and  give  us  definite  information  as 
to  what  labor  is  available,  why  should 
we  not  lose  a  little  faith  in  them? 


Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  understand  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment.  I  should  like  to  ask  a  question, 
and  perhaps  the  Senator’s  answer  will 
help  me  to  understand  it.  Is  it  not  the 
purpose  of  the  amendment  to  provide 
the  same  protection  and  services  to 
American  workers,  including  those  from 
Puerto  Rico,  Hawaii,  and  other  areas  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere,  as  the  meas¬ 
ure  proposes  to  give  exclusively  to  Mex¬ 
ican  workers? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  interpret 
it  that  way,  for  the  reason  that  the  bill 
simply  provides  a  method  of  importing 
Mexican  labor.  Under  the  law  today 
the  Secretary  can  recruit  all  the  domes¬ 
tic  labor  that  is  required.  The  amend¬ 
ment  as  now  presented  does  not  change 
the  present  set-up.  As  I  understand  it 
does  not  assist  domestic  labor.  It  does 
not  assist  Puerto  Rican  or  any  other 
labor,  but  I  presume  the  Senator  will 
call  up  another  of  his  amendments  which 
in  effect  provides  for  a  subsidy  of  do¬ 
mestic  labor  as  well  as  Hawaiian,  Puerto 
Rican,  and  other  offshore  labor. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  If  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  were  to  make  such  a  sug¬ 
gestion,  which  the  Senator  in  his  own 
mind  anticipated,  what  would  be  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  that  and  voting  for  a 
subsidy  on  cotton  or  tobacco? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  the  Senator’s 
privilege.  I  am  trying  to  answer  the 
question  of  my  distinguished  friend. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr,  ELLENDE7R.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  give 
one  answer  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  Large  groups  en¬ 
gaged  in  agriculture  in  this  country, 
utilizing  offshore  labor,  do  not  want  any 
subsidy  in  connection  with  their  labor. 
They  carry  the  full  expense  of  bringing 
in  the  labor,  putting  up  the  bond,  and 
returning  the  foreign  laborers  to  theii; 
own  country.  They  do  not  want  to  sad¬ 
dle  their  business  upon  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment.  They  do  not  in  any  way  want 
a  subsidy.  It  is  certainly  one  good  rea¬ 
son  why  no  subsidy  should  be  included 
when  a  large  segment  of  agriculture 
which  uses  foreign  labor  does  not  want 
a  subsidy. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  so  indicated  to  the 
Senate  in  my  opening  remarks.  I  said 
relationships  which  now  exist  between 
employers  of  this  country  and  employees 
in  offshore  islands  are  very  satisfactory. 
The  employers  and  the  workers  pay  all 
the  expenses.  The  Federal  Government 
is  not  put  to  any  extra  expense  at  all 
with  respect  to  the  importation  of  labor 
by  employers  on  the  Atlantic  coast. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Suppose  we  agree  that 
the  Federal  Government  does  not  pay 
one  penny.  Does  the  Senator  think  it 
is  fair  that  the  Federal  Government 
should  act  in  that  manner?  I  presume 
the  Senator  agrees  that  that  is  correct. 
The  Federal  Government  does  not  pay 


one  penny.  What  difference  does  it  make 
whether  the  Federal  Government  pays 
a  part  of  the  expenses  in  this  connec¬ 
tion,  or  whether  it  pays  a  subsidy  on  cot¬ 
ton  or  something  else? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  brings  me  to 
the  next  point,  and  that  is  that  the  bill 
places  upon  the  shoulders  of  the  em¬ 
ployers  the  burden  of  the  payment  of 
practically  all  the  expenses.  In  other 
words,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill  the 
recruiting  is  done  within  Mexico,  at  cer¬ 
tain  points  agreed  upon  by  the  Mexican 
Government  and  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment.  The  expense  of  transporta¬ 
tion  from  those  points  to  a  point  deter¬ 
mined  upon  in  the  United  States  will  be 
paid  by  the  employers,  up  to  a  maximum 
of  $20  per  worker. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  one  moment. 
The  cost  of  transportation  from  the 
point  within  the  United  States,  where 
the  contracts  are  entered  into  by  em¬ 
ployers,  to  the  place  of  employment,  is  to 
be  paid  by  the  employer.  The  Federal 
Government  pays  none  of  that  expense. 
Under  the  proposal  which  will  be 
made,  I  presume,  by  my  distinguished 
friend - 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  are  now  discussing 
taking  care  of  American  laborers,  and 
not  some  amendment  which  I  may  pro¬ 
pose  in  the  future. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  pro¬ 
poses  to  have  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment — 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  What  amendment  is 
being  discussed  at  the  moment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  the  Senator’s 
amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  is  an  amendment  to 
take  care  of  American  labor.  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  paying  a  subsidy  to 
any  laborers.  Is  not  that  correct? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  question  of 
subsidies  is  not  involved  in  the  Senator’s 
amendment  that  is  now  before  us;  but  I 
presume  that  he  is  going  to  submit  such 
an  amendment  a  little  later. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  do  not  know.  Let 
us  approach  one  question  at  a  time.  Let 
us  discuss  whether  the  Senator  wants 
American  labor  or  Mexican  labor,  or 
whether  we  are  going  to  pay  a  subsidy  to 
foreign  labor.  The  amendment  now  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  deals  with  the  question 
whether  we  want  American  labor  or 
Mexican  labor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  If  my  distinguished 
friend  does  not  intend  to  follow  the 
pending  amendment  with  his  subsidy 
amendment  which  has  been  on  the  desk 
for  some  time,  I  do  not  see  any  point  in 
the  pending  amendment,  for  the  simple 
reason  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  can 
now  recruit  domestic  workers. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  try  to  deal  with  each 
point  in  turn  as  it  is  reached.  If  the 
Senator  were  to  accept  this  amendment, 
I  might  feel  kindly  enough,  or  pleas¬ 
antly  shocked  enough,  so  that,  in  order 
t  j  comply  with  his  wonderful  idea  of  get¬ 
ting  labor  to  the  American  farmer,  I 
might  not  even  suggest  another  amend¬ 
ment.  However,  I  do  not  promise. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  want  to 
make  the  bill  unworkable.  If  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  can  certify  that  there  are 
50,000  workers  in  Hawaii,  but  he  cannot 
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bring  them  over,  the  certification  might 
go  so  far  as  to  say  that  they  could  be 
made  available  if  the  employer  wanted 
to  send  for  them.  But  I  do  not  want  the 
American  farmer  to  be  put  in  that  posi¬ 
tion.  I  would  rather  follow  the  think¬ 
ing  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  and  that  is  to  let  the  bill  op¬ 
erate  solely  with  respect  to  the  Republic 
of  Mexico.  As  I  have  stated,  we  have 
been  put  on  notice  that  we  cannot  after 
June  30  recruit  workers  in  Mexico  unless 
a  new  agreement  is  reached  between  our 
country  and  Mexico.  This  bill  does 
nothing  but  carry  out  the  purposes  of 
the  proposed  new  agreement. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  have  the  greatest  re¬ 
spect  for  the  ability,  loyalty,  and  patriot¬ 
ism  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana.  How¬ 
ever,  let  me  ask  him  this  question:  Has 
he  reached  the  point  in  life  where  he 
considers  it  necessary  to  sacrifice  Amer¬ 
ican  institutions  in  order  to  comply  with 
the  wishes  of  a  foreign  government? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  to  be¬ 
gin  with,  we  are  not  doing  that. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  reason  we  are  pro¬ 
posing  to  take  this  action  is  that  we 
agree - 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  was  the  only  way 
by  which  we  could  come  to  terms.  I 
think  it  was  reasonable.  Mexico  did  not 
try  to  put  anything  over  on  us,  nor  did 
we  try  to  put  anything  over  on  Mexico. 
We  want  to  preserve  the  cordial  relation¬ 
ships  which  now  exist. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  today  has  a  very  serious  prob¬ 
lem  facing  it,  with  respect  to  the  wetback 
situation.  While  I  was  conferring  with 
representatives  from  Mexico  I  stated  on 
several  occasions  that  it  was  my  desire 
to  assist  them.  This  legislation  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Let  me  ask  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  another  question.  I  wish 
he  would  read  to  the  Senate  any  par¬ 
ticular  clause  in  the  bill  which  takes  care 
of  the  wetback  problem.  Where  is  there 
anything  in  the  bill  which  does  so?  The 
Senator  is  talking  about  legal  entry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  On  several  occasions 
I  have  told  my  distinguished  friend  that 
with  respect  to  wetbacks,  workers  who 
are  here  illegally,  recontracting  is  not 
permitted.  We  prohibit  that  in  the  bill. 
We  say  that  no  contract  may  be  entered 
into  between  workers  from  Mexico  and 
employers  in  the  United  States  unless 
the  workers  have  entered  the  United 
States  legally. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  never  had  a  con¬ 
tract.  Millions  of  wetbacks  who  are  now 
in  this  country  never  had  a  contract;  but 
they  are  still  working. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  in 
error  if  he  has  reference  to  Mexicans  le¬ 
gally  in  this  country. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Who  ever  made  a  con¬ 
tract  with  a  “wetback”? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  talking  about 
Mexicans  who  have  been  legally  con¬ 
tracted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  They  are  greatly  in  the 
minority  and  would  be  so,  even  under 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  of  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana.  I  think  I  understand 


and  appreciate  the  fact  that  he  is 
trying  to  legalize  the  importation  of 
foreign  labor.  But  the  point  which 
the  Senator  does  not  realize  is  that  while 
he  would  legalize  the  importation  of 
Mexican  laborers  and  contracts  with 
Mexican  citizens,  nothing  is  done  about 
the  million  or  so  who  are  here  illegally, 
and  who  are  not  working  under  con¬ 
tract. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  have  pointed 
out  on  several  occasions  during  the  de¬ 
bate,  it  is  against  the  law  at  present  for 
these  workers  to  enter  without  permits. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Certainly.  The  pas¬ 
sage  of  more  laws  and  still  more  laws 
would  not  cure  the  situation. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  believe  that  if  the 
bill  which  I  introduced  a  few  days  ago 
is  considered  soon  by  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate,  we  may  be  able 
to  correct  that  evil  to  a  certain  extent. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  beg 
the  indulgence  of  the  Senator.  He  has 
been  most  kind  and  patient  with  me,  and 
I  appreciate  it.  I  am  sure  that  he  is 
just  as  sincere  in  his  position  as  I  am  in 
mine.  But  if  the  wetback  question  is 
serious — and  I  believe  the  Senator  will 
agree  with  me  that  it  is  serious  not  only 
for  our  country  and  our  economy,  but 
also  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Mexican 
Government — why  can  we  not  take  care 
of  it  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  willing  to  do 
so,  but  I  doubt  whether  the  Senate  would 
adopt  such  a  provision  without  hearings 
on  the  subject. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Everyone  knows  that 
1,000,000  workers  are  here  illegally. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  has  an 
amendment  to  propose.  No  doubt  the 
Senate  will  have  an  opportunity  to  vote 
on  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  hope  at  that  time  the 
Senator  will  be  as  willing  to  take  care  of 
the  situation  as  he  now  is. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  expect  to  discuss 
the  Senator’s  amendment  later.  At  one 
time  I  thought  that  it  was  along  the 
same  lines  as  the  bill  which  I  introduced ; 
but  it  will  not  accomplish  the  purpose. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  We  might  get  together. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  Senate  now  has 
before  it  the  amendment  lettered  “J”  of- 
ferred  by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  which  has 
to  do  with  investigation  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  relative  to  the  question  of 
whether  there  is  a  sufficient  number  of 
workers  in  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands,  before  contracts  such  as 
provided  for  by  the  bill  can  be  entered 
into.  I  should  like  to  ask  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  a  question  similar  to 
that  asked  by  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 
Is  the  amendment  needed  in  order  to 
protect  American  labor? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  it  is  not  needed. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  They  are  protected 
now? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  is  already  empowered  to  recruit 
domestic  labor,  including  labor  from 
our  Territorial  possessions. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  Then  all  that  is 
standing  in  the  way  of  those  workers 
coming  to  Nebraska  farms  is  the  contact 
to  be  made  to  get  them  there? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  and  then,  I 
presume,  the  payment  of  transportation. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  What  about  the  trans¬ 
portation?  Under  the  contract  provided 
for  in  the  bill,  transportation  is  actually 
being  paid  to  bring  Mexicans  to  the 
border. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 
The  employers  in  this  country  will  pay 
for  the  transportation  of  Mexican  em¬ 
ployees  to  a  point  within  the  United 
States,  and  from  that  point  to  the  place 
of  employment,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
stop  an  employer  from  doing  the  same 
with  respect  to  Hawaiians. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  any  effort  being 
made  to  accomplish  the  same  purpose 
in  Hawaii  that  will  be  accomplished  with 
respect  to  Mexicans?  I  do  not  mean  with 
respect  to  the  Government  paying  sub¬ 
sidies.  How  are  laborers  in  Puerto  Rico, 
for  example,  to  be  collected  and  brought 
here? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  way  that  is 
done  now  is  that  the  United  States 
Employment  Service,  let  us  say,  will  cer¬ 
tify  that  in  New  Jersey  500  workers  are 
needed  to  pick  the  pea  crop.  This  cer¬ 
tification  can  be  used  by  the  employers 
there  to  go  to  the  Bahamas  or  to  go  to 
Puerto  Rico  and  make  arrangements  for 
their  labor  requirements  with  Puerto 
Ricans  of  with  Bahamans. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  that  being  done? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  So  there  is  no  need 
for  this  proposed  legislation. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  That  is  why 
we  have  excluded  it  from  the  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  is  what  I  wanted 
to  find  out. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  have  made  a  state¬ 
ment  to  that  effect  on  many  occasions. 
I  am  sorry  the  Senator  has  not  heard  it. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  will  bear  with  me  I  should  like 
to  state  what  is  being  done  about  it. 
The .  Senator  may  think  they  are  now 
doing  what  he  said,  but  they  are  nGt. 
Mr.  Goodman  was  a  witness  who  ap¬ 
peared  before  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations.  I  was  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  handling  the  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Department  of  Labor.  I 
read: 

Senator  Chavez.  As  the  chairman  of  this 
committee,  and  as  an  individual  only — and 
I  do  not  represent  the  views  of  the  com¬ 
mittee — I  am  noj  in  favor  of  giving  the 
Department  any  money  to  go  down  and  get 
foreigners  to  work  in  the  country  when  we 
have  people  like  the  Indians  and  local  citi¬ 
zens  who  are  around  here,  and  who  are 
drafted,  and  yet  who  cannot  get  a  job. 

Mr.  Goodman  answered: 

I  agree  with  that,  except  that  I  would 
say  that  we  are  doing  everything  we  can 
with  the  resources  we  have. 

They  are  doing  everything  they  can. 
Perhaps  saying  the  Lord’s  Prayer,  doing 
good  deeds,  meaning  to  do  the  right 
thing,  but  not  getting  the  labor  they 
could  get.  That  was  Mr.  Goodman’s 
testimony. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  question  of  the 

distinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska 
had  to  do  with  certification  cf  local 
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needs.  Of  course,  the  Senator,  I  pre¬ 
sume,  would  like  to  have  his  amendments 
providing  for  subsidization  adopted,  so 
that  more  direct  assistance  could  be  ren¬ 
dered  by  the  Employment  Service  in 
securing  these  laborers.  The  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  decided 
to  make  this  a  self-sustaining  program, 
to  make  the  farmers  of  the  country  pay 
all  the  expenses,  and  not  saddle  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  with  any  more  expense 
than  necessary. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  was  intended  to  do 
that  at  the  expense  of  domestic  labor  in 
favor  of  cheap  labor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  It  was  not.  I 
repeat  there  was  no  such  intention.  I 
have  read  section  503  to  the  Senate  many 
times.  I  will  ask  the  Senator  himself  to 
read  it  now,  and  he  will  see  that  before 
certification  can  be  made  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  must  find  that  there  is  no  domestic 
labor  available  to  do  the  work. 

That,  Mr.  President,  is  all  I  desire  to 
present  to  the  Senate  at  this  time.  I 
urge  that  the  amendment  be  defeated. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
speak  only  briefly  on  the  bill  and  against 
the  amendment.  As  the  bill  first  came 
to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  it  would  have  included,  along 
with  Mexico,  other  countries  in  the 
Western  Hemisphere.  It  would  have 
brought  within  the  purview  of  the  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Department  of  Labor  agricul¬ 
tural  labor  coming  in  not  only  from 
Mexico  but  from  the  Bahamas,  Jamaica, 
Honduras,  Canada,  and  other  areas  in 
the  Western  Hemisphere  nearby  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  referred  to  foreign 
countries  within  the  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
It  would  also  have  provided  that  the 
expense  of  negotiating  the  arrangements 
for  bringing  in  the  labor  from  all  those 
addtional  places  would  be  borne  by  the 
United  States  Government  under  appro¬ 
priations  made  for  the  Department  of 
Labor.  It  would  have  provided  that  the 
expense  of  transportation,  after  the  la¬ 
bor  was  contracted  with,  would  lie  upon 
the  United  States  Government.  It 
would  have  provided  that  the  expense 
of  subsistence  while  the  labor  was  on  the 
way  to  the  centers  from  which  it  would 
be  distributed  and  to  the  farms  where 
it  would  work,  would  also  be  paid  by  the 
United  States  Government.  It  would 
have  saddled  a  tremendous  amount  of 
expense  upon  the  United  States  Gov¬ 
ernment  which  is  now  being  paid  by  the 
local  agricultural  producers  of  all  the 
States  in  the  United  States,  except  those 
who  rely  upon  Mexican  labor. 

In  other  words,  in  the  case  of  the 
States  which  bring  in  Canadian  labor, 
as  was  stated  by  the  Senator  from  Ver¬ 
mont  [Mr.  Aiken]  a  few  minutes  ago, 
they  make  their  own  arrangements,  they 
furnish  their  own  subsistence  for  the  in¬ 
dividuals  who  come  in  from  Canada  to 
help  them.  They  furnish  the  housing. 
They  take  care  of  the  transportation. 
The  United  States  Government  is  at  no 
expense  whatsoever. 

The  same  thing  is  true,  Mr.  President, 
with  reference  to  the  many  thousands 


of  laborers  who  since  World  War  H  and 
during  World  War  H  have  been  coming 
in  from  the  Bahamas  and  from  Jamaica, 
and,  for  a  time,  from  Honduras.  Those 
laborers  come  in  under  arrangements 
made  by  our  producers.  They  cannot 
get  that  labor  without  first  having  ob¬ 
tained  certificates  from  the  Department 
of  Labor  that"  no  domestic  labor  is  avail¬ 
able.  In  other  words,  the  domestic  labor 
is  certainly  protected  by  that  feature  of 
the  law. 

Then  they  cannot  get  that  labor  un¬ 
til  they  make  satisfactory  arrange¬ 
ments  with  the  Government  of  the  Ba¬ 
hamas  or  the  Government  of  Jamaica, 
or  wherever  the  labor  is  coming  from, 
to  the  effect  that  they  are  to  be  well- 
housed,  that  their  transportation  here  is 
to  be  paid,  that  their  transportation  back 
home  is  to  be  paid.  They  are  required 
to  put  up  bonds  to  that  effect.  Likewise 
that  the  laborers  will  be  paid  the  prevail¬ 
ing  wage  rate  in  the  place  where  they 
will  work.  In  other  words,  under  the 
law  as  now  applicable,  no  laborers  com¬ 
ing  into  the  United  States  from  offshore 
areas  or  from  Canada  can  be  imposed 
upon,  nor  can  domestic  labor  be  imposed 
upon,  because  the  offshore  laborers  or 
Canadian  laborers  cannot  be  brought  in 
unless  there  is  a  shortage  of  domestic 
labor,  which  has  already  been  deter¬ 
mined  and  certified  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor. 

Mr.  President,  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  coming  from  all  other  portions  of 
the  United  States  except  that  portion 
where  the  Mexican  labor  problem  exists, 
were  anxious  to  help  both  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Mexico  and  the  citizens  of  Mex¬ 
ico  and  the  agricultural  producers  in 
that  portion  of  the  Nation  who  look 
cutomarily  to  Mexican  labor  to  help  pro¬ 
duce  and  gather  their  crops.  But  we 
were  not  willing  to  do  that  at  the  ex¬ 
pense  of  building  a  tremendous  hier¬ 
archy,  with  all  the  expenses  I  have  just 
mentioned  visited  upon  the  United 
States  Government,  with  subsidies  such 
as  I  have  mentioned  being  created  for 
agricultural  producers  in  all  other  areas 
of  the  United  States,  with  extensive 
transient  camps  set  up  in  various  parts 
of  the  Nation,  such  as  have  been  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  testimony.  We  were  not 
willing  to  do  that  at  the  expense  of  estab¬ 
lishing  such  a  tremendous  hierarchy, 
because  we  felt  it  was  sounder  democ¬ 
racy  and  better  government  and  better 
agricultural  practice  to  have  the  system 
prevailing  under  the  present  law  con¬ 
tinued.  Under  that  system  we  cannot 
get  one  laborer  from  outside  the  United 
States  unless  there  is  a  shortage  here, 
and  we  cannot  get  a  single  laborer  from 
outside  the  United  States  without  agree¬ 
ing  to  pay  him  the  prevailing  wage  rates 
•and  without  taking  care  of  his  transpor¬ 
tation  in  both  directions  and  furnishing 
him  with  medical  care,  good  housing, 
and  the  other  things  which  have  been 
set  forth. 

We  think  it  is  sound  Americanism 
and  soundly  in  the  protection  of  Ameri¬ 
can  labor  and  soundly  in  the  protection 
of  American  agriculture  to  insist,  as  we 
did  in  the  committee,  that  this  bill  be 


limited  solely  to  the  question  of  Mexican 
labor. 

Mr.  President,  what  were  the  reasons 
why  it  was  felt  in  the  committee  that 
Mexican  labor  could  be  brought  within 
the  purview  of  this  bill,  provided  it  was 
confined  to  Mexican  labor,  without  do¬ 
ing  violence  to  the  principles  of  inter¬ 
national  comity,  without  doing  violence 
to  agricultural  producers  elsewhere  in 
the  Nation,  and  without  doing  violence 
to  agricultural  workers  who  are  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  United  States? 

There  are  two  reasons,  one  of  which 
has  already  been  mentioned  so  fully 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  that  I  shall 
not  attempt  to  repeat  it,  but  shall  simply 
outline  it  briefly.  That  reason  is  that 
under  the  system  now  prevailing,  Mexico 
has  felt  that  instead  of  having  Merican 
labor  taken  from  areas  in  Mexico  where 
there  is  unemployment  and  instead  of 
giving  the  help  where  it  is  needed  and 
where  it  should  be  given,  all  to  fre¬ 
quently  the  labor  has  been  recruited 
from  directly  across  the  border,  even 
though  at  that  time  those  areas  were 
prosperous,  needed  the  labor  of  the  Mexi¬ 
cans  who  lived  there,  and  afforded  an 
ample  field  for  the  employment  of  the 
local  labor. 

So  the  Mexican  Government  has  in¬ 
sisted — and  I  think  it  is  entirely  within 
its  rights  in  so  insisting,  because  Mexico 
is  great  in  expanse,  and  in  many  cases 
the  conditions  which  are  to  be  found  in 
Mexico  are  not  to  be  found  in  many  other 
countries — that  areas  in  Mexico  in  which 
there  is  unemployment  shall  be  given 
preferment  in  the  recruitment  of  labor¬ 
ers  to  come  to  the  United  States.  The 
Mexican  Government  has  given  notice 
that  beginning  with  the  middle  of  this 
year,  unless  a  law  under  which  they  can 
follow  such  a  system  is  enacted,  they 
will  not  favor  the  continuation  of  the 
present  system  and  will  not  cooperate  in 
its  continuance. 

I  think  the  Mexican  Government  is 
entirely  within  its  rights  in  taking  that 
position.  The  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  felt  that  the  Mexicans  are  complete¬ 
ly  within  their  rights  in  insisting  that 
the  law  be  changed  in  such  a  way  as  to 
allow  the  Mexican  economy  to  be  prop¬ 
erly  considered  in  connection  with  this 
matter,  as  well  as  to  give  proper  consid¬ 
eration  to  our  own  economy  in  the  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  United  States  where  such 
labor  is  needed.  So  the  bill  is  proposed 
by  the  committee  to  be  changed  in  such 
a  way  as  to  meet  that  situation. 

Enactment  of  the  bill  as  reported  by 
the  committee  is  also  badly  needed  in 
order  to  meet  the  situation  which  arises 
because  of  the  fact  that  Mexico  is  the 
only  one  of  our  neighbors  which  lies  just 
across  a  small  river  for  some  1,500  or 
1,800  miles,  and  across  an  imaginary  line 
along  the  rest  of  the  border,  which  not 
only  can  be  very  easily  crossed  illegally, 
but  as  to  which  illegal  crossings  have 
proved  to  be  extremely  frequent.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  it  has  been  found  that  such 
illegal  entries  are  prejudicial  to  Mexico 
and  also  to  the  welfare  of  our  own  peo¬ 
ple.  As  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  said,  the  situation  result- 


No.  78- 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE  May  1 


4720 

ing  from  such  illegal  entries,  when  wet¬ 
backs,  as  they  are  called,  illegally  enter 
our  country  and  are  employed  here,  is 
that  they  are  not  paid  fair  wages,  do  not 
receive  proper  housing  or  medical  at¬ 
tention,  and  often  are  so  forced  down 
economically  that  instead  of  being  able 
to  take  back  to  Mexico  material  and 
substantial  American  dollars — which  is 
one  of  the  principal  objectives  of  the  ex¬ 
change  of  labor— they  are  lucky  to  be 
able  to  return  at  all,  even  though  while 
in  the  United  States  perhaps  they  have 
had  a  somewhat  improved  diet  as  com¬ 
pared  to  the  one  they  would  have  had 
at  home;  but  otherwise  their  condition 
has  not  been  improved  in  any  way. 

So  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  thought  it  was  entirely  right 
and  fair  and  decent  to  make  this  pro¬ 
vision  applicable  only  to  Mexican  labor 
for  the  reasons  we  have  indicated. 

Mr.  President,  I  would  dislike  very 
much  to  see  this  amendment  adopted, 
because  it  would  put  all  of  us  who  live 
at  a  distance  from  the  border  in  the 
position  of  asking  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  subsidize  a  practice  which  we 
find  is  entirely  acceptable  to  us  and  to 
the  neighboring  nations  with  whom  we 
deal.  We  do  not  believe  in  subsidies; 
we  do  not  want  them;  we  do  not  ask 
for  them.  We  think  we  can  make  our 
individual  arrangements  under  the  su¬ 
pervision  of  the  Department  of  Labor 
and  the  Department  of  Justice  and  the 
Department  of  State.  We  think  we  can 
make  our  arrangements  better  as  we 
have  made  them  in  the  past,  and  with¬ 
out  any  expense  whatever  on  the  part 
of  the  Federal  Government,  and  with¬ 
out  putting  our  splendid  and  independ¬ 
ent  agricultural  industries  in  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  asking  for  and  receiving  a  sub¬ 
sidy  for  something  they  are  quite  able 
to  carry  themselves  and  to  do  to  their 
own  advantage. 

Mr.  President,  the  proposal  made  by 
the  pending  amendment  is  so  far  reach¬ 
ing  in  its  terms  that  I  think  it  might  be 
well  for  me  to  read  into  the  Record  a 
few  of  the  statements  made  in  the  testi¬ 
mony  at  the  hearings,  so  that  what  is 
sought  to  be  established  by  means  of  the 
amendment  will  be  crystal  clear. 

I  shall  read  briefly  from  several  of  the 
statements  made  by  the  Assistant  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor,  Mr.  Creasey,  when  he 
appeared  before  the  committee  during 
the  course  of  the  hearing. 

First,  I  wish  to  read  a  few  excerpts 
having  to  do  with  the  proposed  system 
of  transient  camps.  The  Secretary  of 
Labor  made  it  perfectly  clear,  through 
the  testimony  offered  by  his  assistant— 
and,  incidentally,  the  answer  he  gave  in 
direct  response  to  a  question  which  was 
asked  was  that  his  testimony  was  the 
testimony  of  the  Department  of  Labor, 
and  not  solely  his  own  testimony — that 
they  want  a  system  of  motels  or  tran¬ 
sient  camps  extending  from  New  Eng¬ 
land  to  California,  and  from  the  Cana¬ 
dian  border  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  tran¬ 
sient  camps  at  which  would  be  housed 
these  migratory  laborers  as  they  travel 
around.  Certainly  I  do  not  have  to  say 
to  the  Senate  that  such  a  system,  in¬ 
stead  of  simplifying  and  reducing  the 
travel  of  migratory  agricultural  laborers. 


would  make  them  much  more  widely 
traveled  persons  than  they  now  are,  be¬ 
cause  that  would  be  an  open  invitation 
to  them  to  go  thousands  of  miles, 
whereas  today  they  go  perhaps  hun¬ 
dreds  of  miles  from  one  point  of  work 
to  another. 

I  read  now  from  page  26  of  the  hear¬ 
ings: 

Senator  Holland.  Excuse  me  there.  Is 
what  you  are  talking  about  there  a  series 
of  transient  camps? 

Mr.  Creasey.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Holland.  To  house  transient  mi¬ 
gratory  labor  as  it  is  traveling  from  one  part 
of  the  United  States  to  another? 

Mr.  Creasey.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Holland.  How  many  such  camps 
do  you  have  in  mind? 

Mr.  Creasey.  Frankly  we  have  not  gone 
into  it  far  enough  to  decide  how  many 
there  should  be.  I  do  not  think  it  would 
require  very  many. 

Senator  Holland.  But  you  are  asking  for 
the  inclusion  of  that  factor  in  this  legisla¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  Creasey.  That  is  correct. 

I  read  now  from  page  27: 

Senator  Holland.  I  was  anxious  to  take  a 
practical  problem  in  this  field.  It  is  a  well- 
known  fact  that  migratory  farm  labor  that 
starts  out  in  south  Florida  in  the  winter 
ends  up  in  Connecticut  in  the  tobacco  fields 
in  the  late  summer  or  early  fall.  Is  it  your 
idea  to  have  a  series  of  tourist  camps  that 
would  accommodate  this  migratory  labor  as 
it  moves  from  south  Florida  to  Connecticut 
through  the  course  of  the  various  seasons, 
extending  from  winter  in  Florida  to  early  fall 
in  Connecticut?  Is  that  your  idea? 

Mr.  Creasey.  That  is  correct. 

Let  us  remember  that  he  was  talking, 
not  only  about  labor  which  comes  to  the 
United  States  from  the  Bahamas,  Ja¬ 
maica,  and  Honduras,  but  about  all  mi¬ 
gratory  farm  labor,  because  the  essence 
of  his  entire  statement  was  that  since 
it  is  necessary  under  this  program  to 
have  certain  provisions  made  for  hous¬ 
ing  and  for  the  working  conditions  of 
the  Mexican  laborers  who  leave  their 
homes  in  Mexico,  therefore  the  same 
conditions  should  be  established  for  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  migratory  ag¬ 
ricultural  laborers  who  travel  from  one 
end  of  this  country  to  the  other.  That 
is  clear  from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Crea¬ 
sey,  who  said,  in  response  to  my  ques¬ 
tion  on  that  point,  “That  is  correct.” 

My  statement  was  that  what  they  pro¬ 
pose  is  to  have  a  series  of  camps  ex¬ 
tending  from  Homestead,  Fla.,  on  the 
east  coast,  to  Maine. 

I  read  further  from  the  hearings: 

Senator  Holland.  Mr.  Creasey,  is  this  tes¬ 
timony  your  own  personal  testimony  or  is  it 
for  the  Department  of  Labor? 

Mr.  Creasey.  Which  do  you  mean? 

Senator  Holland.  The  tourist  camps. 

Mr.  Creasey.  That  is  from  the  Department 
Of  Labor. 

So  that  is  the  program  we  have  before 
us,  as  proposed  at  this  time. 

Now  let  me  go  a  little  further.  I  read 
now  from  page  31  of  the  hearings: 

Senator  Holland.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  pursue  one  more  point.  If  I  under¬ 
stood  the  witness  correctly,  and  I  am  going 
to  ask  him  the  specific  question  as  to  whether 
I  did,  his  proposal  embodies  not  only  setting 
up  of  this  series  of  tourist  camps,  but  also 
of  paying  the  transportation  Of  domestic 


workers  on  a  parity  with  the  paying  of  the 
transportation  of  the  offshore  workers  or 
Indian  workers  who  he  brought  in  from 
Mexico  and  other  places;  is  thatt  correct? 

Mr.  Creasey.  That  is  correct. 

I  then  asked  this  question: 

In  other  words,  since  you  have  to  pay  the 
transportation  of  a  Mexican  worker  to  work 
in  the  beet  fields  in  the  Midwest  all  the  way 
from  his  home  in  Mexico,  there  and  back, 
you  feel  that  you  should  be  prepared  to  pay 
the  transportation  of  domestic  farm  laborers 
in  similar  amounts? 

Mr.  Creasey  answered: 

That  is  correct. 

Mr.  President,  it  ought  to  be  very  clear 
by  this  time  what  kind  of  set-up  it  is 
proposed  to  create,  but  there  are  one  or 
two  other  things  I  wish  to  mention.  On 
page  36,  in  my  questioning  of  Mr. 
Creasey,  I  asked  the  following  questions, 
to  which  Mr.  Creasey  gave  answer  as 
follows: 

Senator  Holland.  I  would  like  to  ask  an¬ 
other  question  to  make  it  clear.  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  that  one  of  your  principal  grounds  of 
opposition  to  S.  984  as  now  written  is  that 
while  it  provides  for  transportation  of  for¬ 
eign  workers  to  this  country  and  return  to 
recruitment  centers  from  which  they  were 
obtained,  which  you  favor,  that  you  are  not 
willing  for  the  bill  to  fail  to  have  a  similar 
provision  or  identical  provision  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  domestic  farm  labor?  Is  that  it? 

Mr.  Creasey.  Not  identical,  but  similar. 
In  other  words,  we  say  that  the  offer  you 
make  to  Mexicans,  you  should  be  willing  to 
make  to  Americans. 

Senator  Holland.  In  other  words,  that  the 
transportation  costs  to  and  from  the  place 
of  labor  should  be  paid  by  the  Government 
in  the  case  of  domestic  farm  laborers  just 
exactly  as  in  the  case  of  Mexican  farm  la¬ 
borers? 

Mr.  Creasey.  In  the  same  manner  and  to 
the  same  extent,  and  no  more. 

Senator  Holland.  And  that  in  addition  to 
that  you  favor  the  setting  up  of  these  tourist 
camps  along  the  lines  of  migration  to  house 
the  migrant  laborers  and  their  families  as 
they  go  from  place  to  place? 

Mr.  Creasey.  We  think  it  is  a  very  desir¬ 
able  thing,  Senator. 

Mr.  President,  those  of  us  who  come 
from  areas  not  contiguous  to  Mexico  are 
happy  to  cooperate  with  the  Mexican 
Government,  and  to  cooperate  with  the 
tens  of  thousands  of  Mexican  citizens 
who  want  this  outlet  for  their  labor,  this 
chance  to  enjoy  better  living  standards, 
with  better  opportunities  for  them¬ 
selves  and  their  families.  We  likewise 
want  to  cooperate  with  the  agricultural 
Industries  in  that  portion  of  the  Nation 
which  naturally  looks  to  that  source  of 
labor  after  the  supply  of  domestic  labor 
Is  exhausted. 

I  am  not  willing  to  go  along  with  this 
program  if  it  be  enlarged  to  include  all 
the  enormities  which  I  have  mentioned, 
which  are  shown  by  the  record,  which 
are  included  within  some  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  have  been  proposed,  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  particular  amendment 
which  is  offered  at  this  time.  I  hope  the 
Senate  will  reject  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Chavez]  on  page  1,  line  6. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays  on  my  amendment. 
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The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  suggest  the  absence 
of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan  in  the  chair).  The  clerk  will 
call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  suggestion 
of  the  absence  of  a  quorum  may  be  with¬ 
drawn  and  that  the  order  for  the  call  of 
the  roll  may  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  sub¬ 
stitute  amendment,  of  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez],  On  this 
question  the  yeas  and  nays  have  been 
ordered,  and  the  clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Delaware 
[Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Fulbright],  the  Senator  from  Iowa 
[Mr.  Gillette],  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor], 
the  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from  Virginia 
[Mr.  Robertson],  the  Senator  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Sparkman],  and  the  Senator 
from  Kentucky  [Mr.  Underwood]  are  ab¬ 
sent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Kilgore]  is  detained  on  official  business 
in  a  committee  meeting. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Lehman]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  a  member  of  the  United  States 
delegation  to  the  World  Health  Organ¬ 
ization,  which  will  meet  in  Geneva, 
Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  official  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

The  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Hum¬ 
phrey].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Mississippi  would  vote  “nay,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  would 
vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Kilgore]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Fulbright]. 
If  present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
West  Virginia  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the 
Senator  from  Arkansas  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Kefauver]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Iowa  [Mr.  Gillette].  If 
present  and  voting  the  Senator  from 
Tennessee  would  vote  ‘‘yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Leh¬ 
man]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Smith]. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
New  York  would  vote  “yea,”  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  North  Carolina  would  vote 
“nay.” 


Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flan¬ 
ders]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate, 
and,  if  present,  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  North  Dakota  [Mr. 
Langer]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft]  is 
necessarily  absent,  and,  if  present,  would 
vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  California  [Mr. 
Nixon]  and  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Welker]  are  absent  on  official  business. 
If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator  from 
California  [Mr.  Nixon]  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Maine  [Mr. 
Brewster],  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  and  the  Sena- 


tor  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Butler]  are  de¬ 
tained  on  official  business. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  12, 
nays  59,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 12 

Benton 

Ives 

Moody 

Capehart 

Jenner 

Morse 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Murray 

Douglas 

McMahon 

NAYS— 59 

Neely 

Aiken 

Hennings 

Maybank 

Anderson 

Hiekenlooper 

Millikin 

Bennett 

Hill 

Monroney 

Bricker  ' 

Hoey 

Mundt 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Holland 

Pastore 

Byrd 

Hunt 

Russell 

Cain 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Saltonstall 

Carlson 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Schoeppel 

Case 

Kem 

Smathers 

Clements 

Kerr 

Smith,  Maine 

Connally 

Knowland 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Cordon 

Lodge 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

Long 

Thye 

Dworshak 

McCarran 

Tobey 

Ecton 

McCarthy 

Watkins 

Ellender 

McClellan 

Wherry 

Ferguson 

McFarland 

Wiley 

Green 

McKellar 

WUliams 

Hayden 

Hendrickson 

Malone 

Martin 

NOT  VOTING— 

Young 

25 

Brewster 

Gillette 

G’Mahoney 

Bridges 

Humphrey 

Robertson 

Butler,  Md. 

Kefauver 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Duff 

Kilgore 

Sparkman 

Eastland 

Langer 

Taft 

Flanders 

Lehman 

Underwood 

Frear 

Fulbright 

George 

Magnuson 

Nixon 

O’Conor 

Welker 

So  the  amendment  of  Mr.  Chavez  was 
rejected. 

AMERICAN  POLICY  IN  THE  PAR  EAST- 
SENATOR  TAFT’S  SPEECH  BEFORE  THE 
UNITED  STATES  CHAMBER  OP  COM¬ 
MERCE 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  yes¬ 
terday  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts 
[Mr.  Lodge]  and  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  [Mr.  Morse]  made  very  strong  pleas 
for  more  rapid  rearmament  of  our  coun¬ 
try.  During  the  remarks  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon,  at  my  request,  he 
yielded  to  me,  and  I  read  to  him  a  short 
dispatch  which  appeared  on  the  Asso¬ 
ciated  Press  ticker.  It  was  the  report  of 
a  speech  which  had  been  made  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft] 
before  the  United  States  Chamber  of 
Commerce.  I  did  not  pursue  the  matter 
at  the  time  further  than  to  read  the  dis¬ 
patch.  I  regret  that  the  Senator  from 
Ohio  is  unavoidably  detained  and  is  ab¬ 
sent  today.  I  did  not  pursue  the  mat¬ 
ter  further  at  that  time  because  I 
thought,  after  I  read  the  dispatch,  that 


it  could  not  possibly  be  a  correct  report 
of  what  the  Senator  from  Ohio  had  said. 
I  today  sought  to  get  a  transcript  of  the 
Senator’s  remarks,  but  was  unable  to  do 
so.  However,  I  find  a  story  by  Joseph 
A.  Loftus  in  today’s  New  York  Times 
which  bears  out  the  Associated  Press  ac¬ 
count  of  the  Senator’s  speech.  I  believe 
now  that  the  AP  quoted  him  correctly. 

What  the  Senator  proposed  to  the 
United  States  Chamber  of  Commerce 
yesterday  was  that  we  cut  the  budget 
$20,000,000,000,  that  we  cut  the  Armed 
Forces  500,000  men,  and  that  we  pursue 
a  more  aggressive  course  in  Asia;  in 
other  words,  that  we  enlarge  the  war  in 
Asia.  I  further  note  that  the  Senator’s 
audience  cheered  him  at  the  conclusion 
of  that  kind  of  speech,  which  leads  me 
to  observe  that  they  cannot  have  truly 
appraised  the  situation. 

I  have  rarely  seen  anything  more  illog¬ 
ical  than  the  statement  made  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Ohio.  I  know  of 
no  Senator  who  would  not  like  to  cut 
the  budget  $20,000,000,000,  and  who  does 
not  regret  that  we  are  saddled  with  the 
tax  load  with  which  we  are  burdened 
at  the  present  time,  and  with  which  we 
are  going  to  continue  to  be  burdened. 
I  do  not  know  of  any  Senator  who  would 
not  wish  that  our  Armed  Forces  num¬ 
bered  300,000  men  instead  of  3,500,000. 
But  I  know  of  no  Member  of  the  United 
States  Senate,  except  the  Senator  from 
Ohio,  who  believes  that  it  is  possible  to 
cut  the  budget  $20,000,000,000,  and  to 
cut  the  Armed  Forces  by  500,000  men, 
and  still  carry  on  an  invasion  of  the 
Chinese  mainland.  Yet,  in  my  opinion, 
that  is  exactly  what  the  Senator  is  ad¬ 
vocating  when  he  supports  the  proposals 
which  have  been  made  by  General  Mac- 
Arthur  for  the  very  soft  term — “logistical 
support.”  It  is  time  that  proposals  of 
that  kind  cease,  if  we  are  to  make  the 
American  people  aware  of  the  kind  of 
situation  we  confront. 


I  thought  it  only  right  that  this  state¬ 
ment  should  be  made  for  the  record 
and  the  attention  of  the  Senate  called 
to  the  fact  that  this  kind  of  proposal 
has  been  made  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  Ohio,  who  in  the  press  of  the  coun¬ 
try  has  been  termed  “Mr.  Republican.” 
I  call  upon  responsible  leaders  of  the 
Republican  Party  to  repudiate  this  kind 
of  statement,  which  I  think  is  truly  a 
most  irrational  approach  to  the  problems 
of  our  time. 


ACQUISITION  OR  DISPOSAL  OF  F.F.AU 

ESTATE  BY  DEFENSE  DEPARTMENT- 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL  and  Mr.  CHAVEZ 
addressed  the  Chair. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
Senator  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  Mr.  President, 
on  Monday,  April  23,  tile  Senate  passed 
Senate  bill  285,  a  Jpm  relating  to  the 
acquisition  and  di^bosal  of  real  property 
by  the  three  military  services.  This  bill 
was  unanimoujfly  reported  by  the  Armed 
Services  Cojmnittee  and  Was  passed  by 
the  Senate  without  objection.  On  the 
irnoon,  the  House  of  Represent- 
atives^passed  House  bill  3096,  which  is 
fically  the  same  as  the  bill  passed,  by 
mate  with  the  exception  of  one 
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word.  As  passed  by  the  Senate,  these 
agencies  are  not  required  to  report  inter¬ 
service  transfers  of  real  property  while 
under  the  House  bill  they  are  required  to 
report  such  transfers. 

In  order  to  correct  this  minor  differ¬ 
ence  between  the  bills  as  passed  by  the 
respective  Houses  of  Congress,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
consider  House  bill  3096,  and  I  recom¬ 
mend  its  passage  in  place  of  S.  285,  al¬ 
ready  passed  by  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mc¬ 
Clellan  in  the  chair) .  The  clerk  will 
read  the  House  bill  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
3096)  relating  to  the  acquisition  and  dis¬ 
position  of  land  and  interests  in  land 
by  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and  Fed¬ 
eral  Civil  Defense  Administration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  have  no  objection, 
but  I  should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  what  the  one  word  is  to  which 
he  refers. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  The  Senate 
passed  the  bill  “excepting”  real  estate 
transactions  between  one  branch  of  the 
military  service  an  another.  The  House 
bill  contained  the  word  “including”,  thus 
covering  such  transfers;  so  that,  if  a 
transfer  were  made  from  the  Army  to 
the  Navy,  the  provision  of  the  bill  which 
requires  a  report,  either  to  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Armed  Services  of  the  Senate, 
alone,  or  to  the  Armed  Services  Commit¬ 
tees  of  both  the  Senate  and  the  House, 
would  apply  to  the  transaction;  whereas 
under  the  Senate  bill  it  would  not  apply 
to  it.  . 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  ELLENDER..  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  the  Senator 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  lay  aside 
temporarily  the  unfinished  business? 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  asked  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  House  bill  be  con¬ 
sidered.  I  understand  from  the  Parlia¬ 
mentarian  that  it  is  not  a  privileged 
matter,  and  that  I  would  therefore  have 
to  obtain  unanimous  consent,  in  order 
to  have  the  one  word  changed.  In  other 
words,  the  Senate  passed  the  bill,-  with¬ 
out  objection,  and  my  motion  is  to  pass' 
the  House  bill,  in  which  there  is  a  dif¬ 
ference  of  one  word.  There  will  be  no 
debate  on  the  bill,  I  hope,  . 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  What  I  had  in  mind 
was  ascertaining  whether  the  Senator 
had  asked  unanimous  consent  tempo¬ 
rarily  to  lay  aside  the  unfinished  busi¬ 
ness. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  All  I  asked  was 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate  pass 
the  House  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  there  is  a  meas¬ 
ure  pending  before  the  Senate  at  the 
moment, 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  If  unanimous 
consent  should  be  obtained  to  lay  aside 
temporarily  the  unfinished  business,  I 
ask  such  consent.  There  will  be  no  de¬ 
bate  on  the  bill,  so  far  as  I  know. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Is  the  pending  bill 
to  be  temporarily  laid  aside  for  that 
purpose? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  advised  by  the  Parliamentarian 
that  the  consideration  of  the  bill  re¬ 
ferred  to  by  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  by  unanimous  consent  will  not 
affect  the  present  status  of  the  pending 
bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  I 
wanted  to  have  clear,  Mr.  President. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  if  we 
agree  to  the  unanimous-consent  request 
of  the  Senator  from  Massachusetts  to 
pass  the  House  bill,  would  we  then  auto¬ 
matically  return  to  the  consideration  of 
the  pending  measure? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  a  very  simple 
matter.  The  distinguished  Senator 
from  Massachusetts  has  asked  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  pass  a  House  bill  with¬ 
out  displacing  the  pending  bill  at  all.  It 
can  be  done  in  30  seconds. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  not  men¬ 
tioned,  and  that  is  what  I  wanted  to 
ascertain.  / 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  these 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  House 
bill  3096?  / 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3096)  relating  to  the  acquisition 
and  disposition  of  land  and  interests  in 
land  by  the  Army,  Navy,  Air  Force,  and 
Federal  Civil  Defense  Administration, 
was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

EFFECT  OF  PRICE  ROLL-BACK  ON 
LIVESTOCK  YARDS 

Mr.  TPIYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  yield  for  per¬ 
haps  5  minutes,  in  order  that  I  may  in¬ 
vite  the  attention  of  the  Senate  to  a  sit¬ 
uation  which  is  developing  in  the  live¬ 
stock  yards  throughout  the  United 
States,  ahd  more  particularly  in  the 
South  St.  Paul  livestock  yard?  It  will 
take  only  about  5  minutes. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  of 
coui-se  I  am  always  glad  to  accede  to 
the  wishes  of  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  The  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  wants  to  see  what  will 
happen  to  the  pending  bill  and  how  long 
it  will  be  before  we  have  a  vote  on  it. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  in  receipt  of  a 
number  of  telegrams  from  the  State  of 
Minnesota  as  of  this  date.  These  tele¬ 
grams  have  been  sent  because  of  the 
roll-back  in  beef  prices  as  promulgated 
and  issued  on  April  29  by  Mr.  Michael 
P.  DiSalle,  Director  of  the  Office  of  Price 
Stabilization.  There  is  one  telegram 
which  I  received  from  a  gentleman  liv¬ 
ing  in  the  southwestern  part  of  Minne¬ 
sota,  which  I  should  like  to  read: 

Please  explain  how  a  farmer  is  going  to 
feed  cattle  on  the  proposed  roll-back.  If  it 
would  include  machinery  and  labor  it  might 
work.  Many  farmers  put  feeders  in  at  30 
to  40  cents — 

That  is,  they  put  them  into  the  feed 
lots  at  30  to  40  cents  a  pound. 

Is  the  farmer  supposed  to  take  the  whole 
cut?  Please  answer  at  once.  Three  to  five 
hundred  farmers  will  be  at  our  sale  this 


afternoon.  I  want  to  read  your  answer  to 
them. 

This  is  the  reply  which  I  sent  within 
the  past  hour: 

Replying  to  your  telegram  I  wish  to  say 
that  I  have  objected  to  beef  price  control 
program  announced  by  OPS.  Questions  you 
raised  cannot  be  answered  in  any  other 
manner  than  that  farmer  is  going  to  suffer 
the  loss.  Consumer  will  Icise  also  as  live¬ 
stock  today  is  going  to  market  unfinished, 
and  ultimately  there  will  be  less  beef  be¬ 
cause  of  this  unwise  'OPS  order.  I  shall 
continue  to  protest  order. 

Mr.  President,  J  received  another  tele¬ 
gram,  from  Mjf  C.  S.  Carlson,  manager 
of  the  Superior  Packing  Co.,  St.  Paul,  in 
which  he  says: 

We  have  ,  fust  sent  the  following  wire  to 
Donald  L.  Leach,  OPS,  room  1504,  Tempo¬ 
rary  S  Bjfilding,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

“Regarding  the  congested  conditions  in 
or.r  yards  and  our  inability  to  relieve  the 
situation  account  of  quotas,  will  you  be  good 
eaough  to  contact  and  see  if  you  can  get  a 
qhick  answer?” 

That  is  signed  by  C.  S.  Carlson. 

The  Superior  Packing  Co.  yards  in  St. 
Paul  are  so  congested  that  their  quotas 
forbid  them  to  take  any  more  livestock. 
The  same  situation  is  found  in  South 
St.  Paul,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  Armour, 
Swift,  and  Cudahy.  I  called  by  tele¬ 
phone  within  the  past  30  minutes,  and 
was  told  that  the  trucks  are  lined  up  for 
miles  waiting  to  be  unloaded. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  THYE.  Will  the  Senator  permit 
me  a  couple  of  minutes  more? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Very  well. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  my  only 
reason  for  bringing  this  matter  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senate  is  that  cattle 
are  coming  in  droves,  which  means  that 
they  are  coming  in  unfinished,  and  that 
the  animals  are  200  or  300  pounds  light 
of  what  they  would  weigh  if  they  were 
finished.  Within  90  days  we  are  going 
to  be  short  the  number  of  pounds  of 
meat  which  the  animal  would  have 
gained  had  it  been  brought  to  the  best 
marketable  condition. 

If  this  situation  is  happening  in  Min¬ 
nesota,  it  is  happening  likewise  in  other 
yards  throughout  the  United  States.  The 
consumer  is  going  to  be  faced  with  less 
meat  next  fall,  and  rationing  will  have 
to  be  put  into  effect.  The  farmer  who 
paid  from  30  to  33  or  34  cents  a  pound 
for  feeders  has  been  taking  a  cut  of 
from  $2  to  $3  a  hundred  pounds  with¬ 
in  the  past  few  days.  The  price  of 
unfinished  cattle  has  gone  down  from 
$4  to  $5  a  hundred  pounds. 

If  the  able  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  will  permit  me  to  take  a  few  more 
minutes,  I  will  show  what  some  of  the 
producer’s  costs  are  and  how  they  have 
gone  up. 

Soybean  meal  is  the  only  high-protein 
feed  that  has  gone  down  in  price.  -  It 
went  down  from  $4.73  to  $4.59  a  hundred 
pounds. 

Linseed  meal  is  one  of  the  high-protein 
feed  which  is  fed  the  feeder  cattle  to 
make  high  quality  meat.  It  has  gone 
up  from  $4.40  to  $4.48  a  hundred  pounds. 

Cottonseed  meal  has  gone  up  from 
$4  to  $4.89  a  hundred  pounds. 
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feed  lot  at  1,000  or  1,100  pounds.  If 
sueh  a  condition  continues  sufficiently 
long  the  consumer  can  look  forward  to 
meat  rationing,  or  obtaining  no  meat  at 
all  except  through  undesirable  channels, 

Mr.  THYE.  That  is  correct. 

Mr,  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  will  the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  I  should  like 
to  ask '  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  if 
it  is  not  true  that  the  shortage  will  come 
about  ai  the  result  of  two  things.  The 
actual.  sn°rtage  to  which  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  is  referring  may  not  come 
until  6  months  from  now,  but  the  short¬ 
age  will  cdme  for  tv/o  reasons.  First,  be¬ 
cause  of  tpe  fact  that  the  present  ani¬ 
mals  on  feed  are  going  to  be  sold  light. 
They  are  going  to  be  dumped  on  the 
market.  That  will  contribute  to  the 
shortage  6  months  from  now.  Secondly, 
the  feeders  are  not  going  into  the  market 
to  buy  feeder  cattle  to  put  on  feed  under 
the  present  chaotic  conditions  resulting 
from  the  actions  of  the  Price  Adminis¬ 
tration  in  Washington.  Both  factors 
will  result  in  a  shortage  of  meat.  By 
reason  of  the  sale  of  light  animals  there 
will  be  depletion  of  the  amount  of  meat 
which  will  be  available  in  the  future. 
The  farmer  who  would  be  a  feeder  of 
cattle  would  be  sd&red  to  death  of  bank¬ 
rupting  himself  if  he  should  undertake 
to  do  that  in  the  present  chaotic  condi¬ 
tion  ;  therefore  he  is  not  going  to  put  the 
same  number  of  cattle  into  the  feed  lot 
that  he  ordinarily  would  today,  or  in 
the  next  3  or  4  mopths,  and  that  will 
contribute  to  the  shortage  of  animals. 

Mr.  THYE.  As  thq  Senator  knows  so 
well,  one  can  drive  across  the  good  State 
of  Iow'a  and  find  a  tremendous  number 
of  beef  calves  going  into  the  feed  lots  in 
the  fall  of  the  year.  If  one  drives 
through  there  in  the  winter  or  spring  one 
will  find  the  feed  lots  full  of  unfinished 
cattle,  that  normally-  remain  on  feed  in 
July  and  August  and  then  are  marketed. 
Such  cattle  are  now  going  to  be  rushed 
into  the  market,  because  how  can  a 
feeder  continue  to  feed  the  c&ttle  when 
the  cost  of  his  feed  is  in  excess  of  what 
he  will  receive  for  the  cattle?  There¬ 
fore,  he  is  bound  either  to  move  the  cat¬ 
tle  or  take  a  terrific  loss. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  The  drastic  drop  in 
price  in  the  last  3  or  4  days  may  be  very 
welcome  to  and  probably  a  sign  of  suc¬ 
cess  to  Mr.  DiSalie.  I  think  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  is  absolutely  correct, 
however,  in  the  statement  he  has  made. 
In  a  matter  of  a  few  months  we  will  be 
paying  through  the  nose,  so  to  speak; 
we  will  be  far  more  short  of  beef  than 
we  have  ever  been  before,  and  rationing 
will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  President,  I  think  the  shortage  of 
beef  in  tpe  past  3  or  4  years  has  been  at¬ 
tributable  almost  entirely  to  the  disas¬ 
trous  program  of  OPA  during  the  war 
and  gfterward.  Even  that  program, 
backed  up  by  several  billion  dollars  in 
subsidies,  was  unsuccessful.  Adminis¬ 
tratively,  I  think  that  by  the  use  of  sub¬ 
sidies  they  can  carry  on  a  price-control 
program  much  more  effectively.  Either 


way,  controls  on  meat  are  impossible  and 
unwise,  as  they  are  trying  to  do  it  now, 
this  thing  will  certainly  result  in  disaster 
for  all  concerned. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  thank  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  for  yielding 
the  time  for  this  discussion. 

SUPPLYING  OP  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
bill  is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  de¬ 
sire  to  call  up  my  amendment  B,  which 
is  rather  short,  and  the  disposition  of 
which  probably  will  require  only  a  min¬ 
ute  or  so. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  4,  lines  11 
and  12,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
words  “Director  of  State  Employment 
Security  for  such  area”  and  insert  “Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor.” 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  desire  to  discuss  the  amendment, 
except  to  point  cut  that  all  the  discus¬ 
sion  of  this  bill  has  indicated  that  cer¬ 
tification  ought  to  be  made  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor,  and  a  statement  was 
made  by  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee'  to  the  effect  that  the  provisions  of 
tfc  contract  would  require  that  it  be 
r n  ,de  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  I  do  not 
'  ish  to  discuss  the  amendment,  but  to 
urge  that  certification  be  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor.  I  hope  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  may  see  fit  to  accept  the 
amendment,  or  that  the  Senate  may 
promptly  adopt  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  on  the  sugges¬ 
tion  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  the  committee  finally 
agreed  to  place  the  recruitment  on  a 
State  basis.  Since  then,  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  himself  has  proposed 
this  amendment,  and  I  have  inquired 
further  regarding  the  matter.  I  find 
that  in  a  press  release  by  the  Mexican 
Government,  it  is  said  that  Mexico  will 
not  agree  to  State  government  agencies 
assuming  the  responsibility.  Therefore, 
I  think  it  would  be  in  line  to  accept  the 
amendment  now  suggested. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER .  Mr.  Presi¬ 

dent,  I  am  very  sorry  that  the  Senator 
•  from  New  Mexico  has  proposed  this 
amendment.  I  do  not  want  any  state¬ 
ment  made,  and  I  do  not  want  any  state¬ 
ment  to  be  accepted,  which  indicates  ac¬ 
ceptance  of  the  amendment  by  all  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry.  I  am  very  much  opposed 
to  the  amendment,  as  a  member  of  the 
committee.  I  was  very  much  in  favor 
of  the  provision  as  it  came  from  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
that  the  employment  agencies  within  the 
States  should  determine,  as  a  matter  of 
efficiency,  the  question  of  labor  short¬ 
ages,  in  order  that  action  might  be  taken 
at  a  place  close  to  home.  I  feel  that  the 
arguments  which  were  urged  within  the 
.  committee  itself,  and  which  resulted  in 
?  the  committee’s  reporting  the  bill,  pro- 
;  viding  that  the  State  employment  agen¬ 


cies  should  make  the  determination,  are 
good. 

I  am  in  sympathy  with  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  I  understand  his  de¬ 
sire.  He  now  takes  the  position,  and  I 
think  he  has  reason  for  it,  that  there 
is  some  confusion  in  Mexico  about  this 
matter,  and  that  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  demands  that  the  Secretary  of  La¬ 
bor  make  the  determination.  So  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  I  think  we  should  write 
the  legislation  on  this  subject  in  the 
Senate  of  the  United  States,  and  I  very 
much  favor  the  way  the  bill  came  from 
the  committee. 

If  there  is  not  to  be  a  yea-and-nay 
vote,  I  wish  the  Record  to  show  that  I 
shall  vote  against  the  amendment,  be¬ 
cause  I  want  to  keep  the  determination 
in  the  States,  and  keep  the  cold  and  dis¬ 
tant  hand  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  out 
of  the  picture,  so  far  as  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  labor-shortage  areas  is  concerned. 
I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  defeated. 
I  do  not  mean  to  be  in  opposition  to  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  necessarily, 
nor  to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  who 
has  wrorked  hard  on  this  bill,  but  I  dis¬ 
agree  with  the  basis  upon  which  he  has 
proposed  this  amendment.  I  shall  have 
to  oppose  it,  so  far  as  my  vote  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

I  hope  the  amendment  will  be  rejected 
and  that  the  terms  of  the  bill  will  be  left 
as  they  v;ere  when  the  bill  came  from  the 
committee  as  a  result  of  careful  commit¬ 
tee  consideration  in  its  deliberations  on 
this  proposed  legislation. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

Tiie  yeas  and  nays  were  not  ordered. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  (put¬ 
ting  the  question).  The  “ayes”  seem  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  ask  for  a  division. 

On  a  division  the  amendment  was 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  appro¬ 
priate  place  in  the  bill  it  is  proposed  to 
insert  the  following: 

Sec.  — .  Any  person,  including  the  owner, 
operator,  pilot,  master,  commanding  officer, 
agent,  or  consignee  of  any  means  of  trans¬ 
portation  who — - 

(1)  brings  into  or  lands  in  the  United 
States,  by  any  means  of  transportation  or 
otherwise,  or  attempts,  by  himself  or 
through  another,  to  bring  into  or  land  in 
the  United  States,  by  any  means  of  trans¬ 
portation  or  otherwise:  or 

(2)  conceals  or  harbors,  or  attempts  to 
conceal  nr  harbor,  in  any  place,  including 
any  building,  or  any  means  of  transporta¬ 
tion;  or 

(3)  employs, 

any  alien,  including  an  alien  crewman,  not 
duly  admitted  by  an  immigration  officer  or 
not  lawfully  entitled  to  enter  or  to  reside 
within  the  United  States  under  the  terms 
of  this  act  or  any  other  law  relating  to  the 
immigration  or  expulsion  of  aliens,  shall  be 
guilty  of  a  felony,  and  upon  conviction 
thereof  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  ex¬ 
ceeding  $2,000  and  by  imprisonment  for  a 
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term  not  exceeding  5  years  for  each  alien 
in  respect  to  whom  any  violation  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  occurs. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez], 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  as 
I  understand  the  amendment,  it  is  with 
reference  to  a  subject  which  is  covered 
in  an  omnibus  immigration  bill  which 
will  be  before  the  Senate  within  a  very 
short  time.  It  is  a  subject  which  is 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  Judiciary.  It  seems  to  me 
that  the  amendment  should  not  at  this 
time  be  adopted  as  a  part  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  of¬ 
fered  the  amendment  in  order  to  be  able 
to  make  a  statement  at  this  time  with 
reference  to  the  pending  bill. 

The  Senate  has  taken  definite  action 
on  my  first  amendment.  When  I  say 
“definite  action”  I  mean  overwhelming 
action  as  to  the  position  which  I  have 
taken.  The  amendment  against  which 
the  Senate  has  just  voted  so  overwhelm¬ 
ingly  would  have  protected  American 
labor  against  Mexican  labor.  I  want 
that  fact  understood.  But  the  Senate 
in  its  wisdom  has  the  right  to  determine 
even  that  question,  and  I  have  no  com¬ 
plaint  whatsoever. 

My  Republican  friends  love  to  attend 
Lincoln  Day  dinners  and  remember 
what  he  stood  for.  They  have  knocked 
down  everything  he  stood  for  by  voting 
against  my  amendment. 

My  Democratic  friends,  who  like  to 
brag  about  Jefferson,  Jackson,  yes,  and 
Roosevelt  and  Truman,  have,  in  my 
opinion,  knocked  down  everything  those 
men  stood  for. 

I  am  not  criticizing  Senators.  This 
body  has  the  right  to  make  a  mistake  if 
it  wants  to.  It  is  one  of  the  basic  rights 
of  an  American  to  make  a  mistake  if  he 
wants  to.  But  the  Senate  has  gone  on 
record  for  cheap  labor. 

There  is  not  one  of  us  but  who  had 
an  ancestor  who  was  an  immigrant,  who 
tried  to  get  away  from  a  foreign  country 
to  escape  economic  disadvantages  or 
political  or  religious  difficulties.  I  know 
the  history  of  the  United  States.  The 
Senate  has  made  a  mistake.  Any  time 
this  body  prefers  foreign  labor  to  Ameri¬ 
can  labor  it  is  undermining  the  things 
fought  for  in  1776.  I  know  as  well  as 
does  any  Anglo-Saxon  the  history  of  this 
country.  I  know  what  Sam  Adams  and 
John  Adams  stood  for.  I  know  what 
Washington,  Jefferson,  Madison,  and 
other  Virginians  stood  for.  They  worked 
to  give  us  a  Declaration  of  Independence 
and  a  Constitution,  and  when  they 
opened  the  door  to  immigration,  they 
did  not  say  that  citizens  of  the  United 
States  had  to  come  from  Sweden,  Eng¬ 
land,  Spain,  or  elsewhere.  The  basic 
idea  in  their  minds  was  their  great  con¬ 
cept  of  living  standards.  Many  races 
and  religious  have  been  the  beneficiaries 
of  that  concept  which  in  my  opinion  has 
been  knocked  down  today. 

Any  time  we  prefer  foreign  labor  to 
our  own  American  labor  we  are  inter¬ 
fering  with  the  basic  ideas  of  our  Gov¬ 
ernment,  especially  when  such  foreign 
labor  is  so  desperately  in  need  of  work, 
and  that,  of  necessity,  it  will  work  for  a 


miserable  wage.  Remember  that  none 
of  us  has  a  right  to  say  it  was  our  par¬ 
ticular  group  alone  that  was  intended  to 
be  protected  by  the  Constitution.  Our 
ancestors  suffered  throughout  the  ages, 
and  the  reason  why  they  came  to  this 
country  was  to  improve  their  condition, 
and  try  to  obtain  liberty. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  my  good 
friend  the  junior  Senator  from  Texas  to 
a  telegram  I  have  received  from  his 
State.  Under  the  laws  and  the  rules  of 
the  State  of  Texas  the  Senator  was 
nominated  by  less  than  100  votes  to 
represent  that  State  in  this  body.  Those 
who  took  part  in  that  nomination  are 
the  ones  I  want  to  read  about  at  this 
time.  Their  ancestors  were  at  the 
Alamo.  There  were  Navarros  and  other 
Mexicans  as  well  as  Americans  there, 
fighting  for  the  very  thing  we  are  talking 
about  today. 

I  received  this  telegram  from  a  boy  in 
Texas,  an  American,  not  a  Mexican.  He 
says : 

American  GI  Forum  Veterans  Organiza¬ 
tion,  representing  more  than  50,000  American 
veterans  of  Mexican  origin — 

Some  of  us  may  have  come  from  Nor¬ 
way;  others  may  have  come  from  Ire¬ 
land,  from  Canada,  from  Scotland,  from 
Wales,  or  some  other  country.  We  may 
have  different  ideas,  but  we  carry  out 
the  ideal  of  America.  The  50,000  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  the  telegram  are  Americans 
of  Mexican  origin. 

Thousands  of  veterans  are  not  able  to  make 
a  decent  living  because  of  low-wage  competi¬ 
tion  by  the  wetbacks  and  imported  labor. 

The  amendment  which  I  submitted 
would  take  care  of  the  wetback  situation, 
which  even  my  friend  from  Louisiana 
believes  should  be  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Is  it  not  true  that 
an  amendment  such  as  is  proposed  by 
the  senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is 
needed  in  order  to  prevent  the  illegal 
entry  of  wetbacks? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes;  the  wetbacks  and 
those  who  come  in  legally  ought  to  be 
considered  together.  If  we  admit  500,000 
legally,  and  a  million  of  them  come 
across  the  border  illegally,  we  will  not 
solve  the  problem. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator’s 
amendment  would  put  teeth  into  the  bill; 
would  it  not? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  It  would  do  more  than 
that.  What  about  the  veterans  who  did 
the  fighting?  Do  they  deserve  to  be  pro¬ 
tected  by  us?  Should  we  not  do  some¬ 
thing  at  least  to  prevent  wetbacks  from 
coming  in  and  keeping  a  veteran  from 
making  a  living?  It  is  not  a  question  of 
politics.  It  is  a  question  of  taking  care 
of  our  own  people.  I  do  not  care  if  my 
amendment  gets  only  seven  votes.  I  still 
prefer  American  labor  to  foreign  labor. 
I  prefer  American  labor  to  foreign  labor 
irrespective  of  the  fact  that  we  can  get 
foreign  labor  for  70  cents  or  80  cents  a 
day. 

Thousands  of  children — 

Children — 

Thousands  of  children  of  veterans  are  not 
able  to  enjoy  good  health  because  veterans 
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and  their  families  are  forced  to  work  for 
starvation  wages  because  of  imported  labor. 

The  labor  v/ould  come  in  legally  un¬ 
der  the  bill;  illegally  under  the  wet¬ 
back  system.  Is  it  not  fair,  I  ask  those 
who  believe  in  Jefferson,  those  who  be¬ 
lieve  Adams,  and  those  who  believe  in 
our  way  of  life,  to  give  American  labor¬ 
ing  men  a  chance  to  exist?  . 

Americans  of  Mexican  origin  in  Texas  must 
have — 

They  are  even  begging — 
must  have  opportunity  to  live  like  human 
beings  and  first-class  citizens.  The  best  way 
to  do  it  is  to  stop  all  Imported  labor. 

Is  that  asking  too  much?  The  great¬ 
est  characteristic  of  an  American  is  not 
the  tendency  to  brag  about  this  and 
brag  about  that,  or  brag  about  patriot¬ 
ism  or  loyalty.  The  greatest  character¬ 
istic  of  an  American  is  fair  play.  Why 
can  we  not  be  fair  with  our  own?  All 
they  want  is  an  opportunity  to  live  like 
human  beings  and  first-class  citizens. 

The  Senate  has  exercised  its  judgment. 
The  judgment  of  the  Senate  will  not  be 
questioned  by  me.  I  think  it  was  wrong, 
but  it  was  in  accordance  with  our  sys¬ 
tem.  The  Senate  has  overwhelmingly 
voted  against  my  amendment.  In  my 
opinion,  it  would  have  protected  Amer¬ 
icans.  I  simply  wish  to  make  the  state¬ 
ment  for  the  record  so  that  my  position 
may  be  clear,  and  Senators  may  realize 
what  they  have  done.  I  am  disap¬ 
pointed,  of  course,  because  I  think  the 
Senate  took  a  wrong  stand,  but  the  Sen¬ 
ate  had  the  right  to  take  the  stand. 
Senators  have  a  right  to  exercise  their 
own  judgment.  The  Senate  has  spoken 
overwhelmingly  on  a  very  important 
amendment. 

I  now  wish  to  ask  that  the  remainder 
of  the  amendments  which  I  had  intended 
to  propose  be  printed  in  the  Record,  to¬ 
gether  with  my  argument  on  each  of 
them.  Then  I  wish  to  withdraw  the 
pending  amendment  and  the  other 
amendments. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
amendments  are  withdrawn.  The  bill  is 
open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  amendments  to  which  I  have  re¬ 
ferred  are  to  be  printed  in  the  Record 
at  this  point  together  with  the  accom¬ 
panying  arguments,  and  that  then  they 
are  to  be  withdrawn? 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore. 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

The  amendments  intended  to  be  pro¬ 
posed  by  Mr.  Chavez  and  accompanying 
arguments  are  as  follows: 

Amendment  2 

On  page  2,  beginning  in  line  4  with  the 
wood  "including”,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
through  the  word  “entry”  in  line  6  and  in¬ 
sert  in  lieu  thereof  “not  including  any  work¬ 
ers  illegally  in  the  United  States.” 

My  interpretation  of  “including  any  such 
workers  under  legal  entry”  leaves  the  door 
open  for  the  protection  of  illegals  by  large- 
scale  growers  who  want  to  exploit  them.  I 
believe  that  the  Immigration  and  Naturliza- 
tion  Service  has  been  doing  an  excellent  job 
in  the  enforcement  of  the  Immigration  laws 
of  the  United  States,  and  I  have  full  confi¬ 
dence  that  they  are  following  the  letter  of 
the  law.  Therefore,  instead  of  using  the 
term  “legal  entry,”  I  would  substitute  “in¬ 
cluding  any  eu.h  workers  illegally  in  the 
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United  States.”  There  have  been  several 
attempts  within  the  past  few  sessions  of  Con- 

fess  to  legalize  the  so-called  wetbacks. 

think  that  my  language  in  this  instance  is 
clear  and  without  question  as  to  its  proper 
meaning. 


Amendment  3  (a) 

On  page  2,  line  8,  after  the  word  "into”,  it 
Is  proposed  to  Insert  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “and  of  their  anticipated  employ¬ 
ment  in.” 

Amendment  3  (b) 

On  page  2,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out 
lines  13  through  17  and  insert  the  following : 

“(3)  To  provide  transportation  for  such 
workers  from  recruitment  centers  inside  or 
Outside  the  continental  United  States  to 
such  reception  centers  (or  to  places  of  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  case  of  domestic  agricultural 
workers,  including  those  of  the  continental 
tjnited  States,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands)  and  transportation  from 
such  reception  centers  (or  places  of  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  case  of  such  domestic  work¬ 
ers)  to  such  recruitment  centers  after  termi¬ 
nation  of  employment.” 

Transportation  costs  is  one  of  the  prime 
Considerations  in  recruiting  an  adequate 
farm  labor  supply.  Our  domestic  farm  labor 
force  could  be  better  distributed  if  the  farm 
labor  could  be  transported  from  one  area  to 
Another  within  the  United  States  with  mo¬ 
bility.  Air  transportation  costs  from  Puerto 
Itico  to  the  mainland  and  return  are  in 
the  neighborhood  of  $120.  Farm  labor  can¬ 
not  adequately  meet  this  expense  if  he  is  to 
return  to  Puerto  Rico  with  savings  at  the 
end  of  his  period  of  employment  in  the 
tlnlted  States.  Then  too,  we  cannot  expect 
the  employer  to  bear  all  of  this  expense  since 
those  in  the  Northwest  or  Northeast  would 
undoubtedly  pay  several  times  the  amount 
that  the  employer  in  other  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
try  would  have  to  pay.  I  have  a  subsequent 
amendment  which  will  enable  the  Secretary 
Of  Labor  to  implement  this  program. 


Amendment  4 

On  page  3,  line  10,  after  the  word  "under” 
it  is  proposed  to  insert  "section  501  of.” 

On  page  4,  beginning  .with  line  10,  strike 
out  through  the  word  “available”  in  line  14 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

"Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  sec¬ 
tion  501  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for 
employment  in  any  area  unless  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  has  determined  that  (1)  suf¬ 
ficient  domestic,  Hawaiian,  Puerto  Rican,  or 
Virgin  Islands  workers  who  are  able,  willing, 
and  qualified  are  not  available  and  cannot 
be  made  available  under  the  provisions  of 
Subsection  (b)  of  this  section.” 

On  page  4,  between  lines  18  and  19,  insert 
the  following: 

"(b)  The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  take 
whatever  steps  may  be  necessary  and  proper 
to  provide  an  adequate  supply  of  domestic, 
Hawaiian,  Puerto  Rican,  and  Virgin  Islands 
agricultural  workers  in  the  continental 
United  States,  Hawaii,  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands,  including,  among  other 
things,  (1)  the  collection,  compilation,  and 
dissemination  of  information  relevant  to 
farm  labor,  labor-deficit  areas,  and  housing 
and  working  conditions;  (2)  the  recruiting, 
training,  and  placement  of  workers;  (3)  the 
transportation  of,  and  the  furnishing  of 
housing,  and  health  and  medical  care,  and 
burial  services  to  workers  and  their  families; 
and  (4)  the  construction,  lease,  repair,  al¬ 
teration,  relocation,  expansion,  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  labor-supply  centers,  labor  camps 
and  homes,  child-care  centers,  and  other 
necessary  facilities  and  services.”  ■ 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my. mind  that  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  could  do  a  more  efficient 


Job  of  recruiting  and  supplying  farm  labor 
if  he  were  directecTby  statute  to  do  so.  Only 
when  a  person  has  a  definite  outline  of  his 
duties  and  responsibilities  can  he  be  pro¬ 
tected  from  unjust  criticism  that  he  is  not 
properly  executing  the  duties  of  his  office. 
Provisions  of  this  amendment  clearly  outline 
these  duties  and  responsibilities  to  be  ex¬ 
ecuted  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  they 
are  in  conformity  with  the  recommendations 
made  by  interested  groups  and,  in  substance, 
the  recommendations  of  the  report  of  the 
President’s  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor. 

I  have  every  reason  to  believe  that  this  will 
be  a  great  step  forward  in  the  administration 
of  our  farm-labor  problem. 

Amendment  5 

After  section  509  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
the  following: 

“Sec.  510.  Notwithstanding  any  provisions 
of  law  conferring  similar  benefits  upon  them, 
American  Indians  who  are  recruited  for  em¬ 
ployment  as  farm  workers  shall  be  entitled 
to  the  protection  and  benefits  of  this  act  to 
the  same  extent  and  effect  as  other  farm 
workers.” 

The  protection  of  the  social  and  economic 
welfare  of  the  American  Indians  should  be 
our  paramount  consideration  in  any  legisla¬ 
tion  before  this  body.  I  have  been  told  by 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  that 
throughout  the  United  States  thousands 
upon  thousands  of  American  Indians  would 
be  available  for  farm  labor  if  given  decent 
wages  and  living  conditions.  The  American 
Indian  dislikes  charity  as  much  as  any  of 
us.  The  American  Indian  is  a  proud  person. 
He  feels  that  he  survived  without  governmen¬ 
tal  relief  for  centuries.  Today  he  is  asking 
an  opportunity  to  regain  that  self-reliance 
and  economic  freedom  which  he  enjoyed  for 
so  many  centuries.  Many  of  our  Indian  farm 
laborers  have  been  treated  in  such  un- 
American  ways  by  certain  employers  that  I 
feel  we  should  take  special  pains  to  afford 
them  protection. 

Amendment  6 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  it  is  proposed  to  add 
the  following  new  sections: 

“Sec.  — .  The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  au¬ 
thorize  placement  of  workers  recruited  or 
transported  under  this  act,  whether  United 
States  citizens  or  aliens,  only  after  the  em¬ 
ployer  agrees  with  respect  to  such  workers 
(1)  to  pay  not  less  than  prevailing  wags 
rates  set  for  the  crop  and  area  by  the  Na¬ 
tional  Farm  Labor  Board  pursuant  to  this 
act;  (2)  to  pay  such  workers  their  wages  in 
legal  tender  at  the  end  of  each  week,  or  at 
the  end  of  a  customary  payroll  period  not 
exceeding  a  semimonthly  interval;  (3)  to 
provide  employment  for  each  such  worker 
for  not  less  than  75  percent  of  workdays  (as 
defined  by  the  Secretary  and  the  employer 
in  conformity  with  industry  practices)  fall¬ 
ing  between  the  beginning  and  end  of  each 
such  worker’s  employment  by  such  employ¬ 
er;  (4)  to  cause  any  housing,  subsistence, 
transportation,  or  other  goods  or  services 
furnished  such  workers  by  the  employer  to 
conform  to  such  standards  as  the  Secretary 
may  establish;  and  (5)  to  comply  with  all 
applicable  Federal,  State,  and  local  laws  re¬ 
lating  to  employment,  to  elect  to  cover  such 
workers  by  State  or  local  workmen’s  com¬ 
pensation  laws  if  such  laws  permit  such  elec¬ 
tion,  to  obtain  insurance  to  protect  such 
workers  in  case  of  occupational  accidents  or 
diseases  if  coverage  by  compensation  laws 
cannot  be  obtained,  and  to  pay  all  expenses 
for  hospital,  medicines,  and  medical  atten¬ 
tion  necessitated  by  occupational  accidents 
and  diseases.  Insurance  required  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  provide  benefits  no  less 
favorable  than  those  set  out  in  the  following 
schedule ; 


Accidental  death _ $1,  000 

Loss  of — 

Both  hands _  1,  000 

Both  feet _  1,  000 

Sight  of  both  eyes _  1,  000 

One  hand  one  one  foot _ 1,  000 

One  hand  and  sight  of  one  eye _ 1,  000 

One  foot  and  sight  of  one  eye _ _  1,  000 

One  hand  or  one  foot _  500 

Sight  of  one  eye _ ; _  500 

Total  loss  of  a  digit _ _  50 

Partial  loss  of  a  digit _  25 


"Sec.  — .  The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  take 
such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to  insure 
himself  that  employers  perform  agreements 
entered  into  by  them  under  the  act;  that 
workers  receive  the  wages  due  them  without 
any  unwarranted  deduction  therefrom,  or 
restriction  upon  the  expenditure  thereof; 
and  that  any  housing,  subsistence,  transpor¬ 
tation,  or  other  goods  or  services  furnished 
by  employers  shall  conform  to  the  standards 
established  by  the  Secretary. 

“Sec.  — .  A  National  Farm  Labor  Board, 
consisting  of  three  representatives  of  argicul- 
tural  employers,  three  representatives  of  ag¬ 
ricultural  workers,  and  three  representatives 
of  the  general  public,  shall  be  appointed  by 
and  serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor.  Such  Board  shall,  after  public  hear¬ 
ings  in  particular  areas  with  respect  to  par¬ 
ticular  crops,  determine  the  need  for  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  in  such  areas  for  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  such  crops,  and  the  prevailing 
hourly,  daily,  piecework,  and  other  wage 
rates  and  other  conditions  of  employment 
applicable  to  such  crops  in  such  areas.  The 
Board  may  delegate  any  of  its  functions  to 
any  of  the  employees  of  the  Department  of 
Labor.  Members  of  the  Board  shall  be 
compensated  in  accordance  with  the  Classi¬ 
fication  Act  of  1949. 

"Sec.  — .  An  advisory  committee  shall  be  es¬ 
tablished,  composed  of  representatives  of  the 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  the  Federal  Security 
Administration,  Department  of  the  Interior, 
Selective  Service,  and  of  such  other  depart¬ 
ments,  agencies,  and  organizations  and  such 
individuals  as  the  Secretary  of  Labor  may 
deem  advisable.  The  committee  shall  ad¬ 
vise  the  Secretary,  upon  his  request,  on  hous¬ 
ing,  health,  education,  and  vocational  train¬ 
ing,  subsistence,  and  transportation  stand¬ 
ards  and  problems,  and  such  other  matters 
in  connection  with  the  program  as  the  Sec¬ 
retary  may  see  fit.  The  members  of  the 
committee  shall  receive  no  compensation  for 
their  services  as  committee  members.” 
section  a 

Strange  as  it  may  seem  to  my  fellow  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate,  Mexican  nationals  im¬ 
ported  for  farm  labor  under  contract  are  to¬ 
day  enjoying  better  working  conditions  and 
benefits  than  our  own  domestic  farm  workers 
who  are  United  States  citizens. 

Realizing  that  every  Senator  present  is 
ever  conscious  of  his  oath  of  office,  I  have 
every  confidence  to  believe  that  in  this  hour 
of  national  emergency  we  are  not  going  to 
forget  the  first  responsibility  imposed  on 
us  lawmakers  by  our  beloved  Constitution, 
that  the  welfare  of  our  own  people,  yes,  the 
welfare  of  United  States  citizens,  should  be 
uppermost  in  all  our  actions. 

Gentlemen,  I  say  that  we  should  never 
adopt  any  legislation  which  would  place  the 
foreign  worker  imported  for  temporary  farm 
labor  on  a  higher  standard  than  our  own 
workers  who  are  United  States  citizens. 

The  amendment  which  I  am  offering  does 
not  exceed  the  working  conditions  and  bene¬ 
fits  which  now  exist  in  our  present  agreement 
with  Mexico.  I  have  simply  duplicated  those 
conditions  and  benefits  in  this  amendment. 
Let  us  not  forget  our  duty  to  the  United 
States  citizen  who  is  a  farm  laborer. 


4728  CONGRESSIONAL'  RECORD— SENATE  May  1 


SECTION  B 

The  creation  of  a  National  Farm  Labor 
Board  is  consistent  with  the  report  of  the 
President’s  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor. 
This  board  is  the  practical  approach  to  the 
many  arguments  on  the  part  of  the  growers 
and  the  workers  that  they  are  mistreated  by 
our  governmental  o facials  in  the  matter  of 
regulations,  wages,  and  standards.  This 
Farm  Labor  Board  would  conduct  hearings 
throughout  the  United  States,  and  could  ren¬ 
der  just  and  equitable  decisions  on  matters 
involving  supply  of  labor,  prevailing  wages, 
and  working  conditions.  It  would  be  com¬ 
posed  of  nine  members,  three  representing 
the  employer,  three  representing  the  agricul¬ 
tural  worker  and  three  representing  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest.  I  believe  that  such  a  board 
would  be  the  vehicle  whereby  we  would  have 
greater  uninterrupted  production  of  our  agri¬ 
culture  production.  The  board  would  be  ap¬ 
pointed  and  serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor.  It  would  not  duplicate  any 
of  the  functions  now  exercised  by  that  de¬ 
partment,  but  would  add  to  and  strengthen 
those  functions. 

SECTION  C 

For  years  various  reports,  including  the  re¬ 
port  of  the  President’s  Commission  on  Migra¬ 
tory  Labor,  recently  issued,  have  stressed  the 
imperative  need  for  a  concentrated  and  co¬ 
ordinated  attack  on  the  farm  labor  problem 
by  the  various  governmental  agencies  who 
are  directly  engaged  in  improving  its  un¬ 
favorable  aspects. 

Private  enterprise  has  found  the  technique 
of  established  advisory  committees  very 
profitable.  Government  agencies  have  on 
many  occasions  found  interdepartmental 
boards  to  be  likewise  effective,  not  only  in 
rendering  better  service  but  in  reducing  ad¬ 
ministrative  costs  considerably. 

I,  therefore,  propose  with  the  following 
amendment  the  creation  of  an  advisory  com¬ 
mittee  that  will  advise  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
periodically  on  the  best  procedures  to  follow 
in  the  solution  of  this  complex  problem. 


Amendment  7 

At  the  end  of  the  bill  it  is  proposed  to 
add  the  following  section : 

“Sec.  511.  Section  2  (3)  of  the  National 
Labor  Relations-Management  Act  of  1947  is 
amended  by  striking  out  the  following:  ‘as 
an  agricultural  laborer,  or’.” 

The  position  of  agricultural  labor  today  is 
approximately  the  same  as  that  of  industrial 
labor  prior  to  World  War  I.  Wages  were  low; 
working  conditions  were  worse,  and  the 
owners  of  industry  were  importing  thou¬ 
sands  of  European  workers  for  exploitation 
in  the  mines,  mills,  and  factories.  At  that 
time  there  was  no  protection  for  the  right 
of  industrial  workers  to  organize  and  bargain 
collectively  with  their  employers.  The  Labor 
Relations  Act  makes  it  possible  for  industrial 
workers  to  bargain  with  their  employers,  and 
today  unions  perform  a  great  service  to  both 
employee  and  employer. 

However,  the  authors  of  the  original  na¬ 
tional  labor  relations  law,  the  Wagner  Act, 
saw  fit  to  exclude  from  its  benefits  and 
responsibilities  employees  in  large  scale  com¬ 
mercialized  agriculture.  This  exclusion  was 
carried  over  into  the  present  Labor  Manage¬ 
ment  Relation  Act. 

In  presenting  this  amendment  I  wish  to 
correct  an  injustice  of  long  standing  and  to 
bring  to  employees  of  the  125,000  large  scale 
farms  which  are  in  reality  “factories  in  the 
fields”  the  benefits  of  a  law  which  is  applied 
to  all  other  types  of  workers  in  America. 
There  are  1,000,000  workers  employed  on 
these  large-scale  farm  operations.  The  large 
scale  farm  operators  are  in  competition  with 
our  small  family  size  farmers  who  are  the 
backbone  of  American  agriculture. 


Amendment  8 

On  page  3,  line  23,  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
out  “$20”  and  insert  “$200.” 

In  supplying  farm  labor  necessary  for  the 
production  of  food  and  fiber  crops  in  the 
defense  emergency  one  of  the  prime  con¬ 
siderations  is  the  cost  of  recruitment  and 
transportation.  Our  domestic  labor  supply 
could  be  better  distributed  if  workers  could 
be  transported  from  one  area  to  another 
under  a  cooperative  arrangement  between 
the  Government  and  the  employers  of  such 
workers.  S.  984  provides  that  employers 
shall  pay  the  Government  $20  for  each 
worker  imported  into  the  United  States. 
That  figure  is  based  on  the  actual  cost  of 
transportation  from  recruitment  centers  in 
Mexico  to  the  port  of  entry  on  the  Mexican 
border.  What  about  the  employers  of  such 
labor  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  or  the  sugar- 
beet  fields  of  Michigan?  What  about  the 
150,000  Puerto  Rican  workers  who  are  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  in  the  continental 
United  States?  The  actual  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation  of  Puerto  Ricans  to  New  Jersey 
is  about  $120  round  trip.  This  provision 
either  means  that  employers  will  be  subsi¬ 
dized  from  the  Public  Treasury  or  there  will 
be  no  labor  sent  to  points  within  a  few 
hundred  miles  of  our  southern  border.  I, 
therefore,  propose  an  amendment  which 
would  require  employers  to  reimburse  the 
Government  the  actual  costs  of  such  trans¬ 
portation  and  subsistence  not  to  exceed 
$200. 

Amendment  9 

On  page  7,  line  15,  it  is  proposed  to  strike 
out  "1952”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “1951.” 

Proponents  of  this  legislation  have  repeat¬ 
edly  stated  that  this  is  primarily  an  emer¬ 
gency  or  stop-gap  measure  to  enable  our 
Government  to  renew  its  existing  agreement 
with  the  Republic  of  Mexico  for  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  Mexican  nationals  for  farm  labor. 

While  this  particular  measure  was  being 
considered  by  various  members  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  the  report  of  the  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Migratory  Labor  was  issued.  This 
long  overdue  study,  thorough  and  practical 
in  its  approach  to  the  problem,  points  very 
clearly  to  the  need  for  extensive  revision  of 
present  policies  and  administrative  proce¬ 
dures  to  effectively  solve  this  blight  of  our 
private  enterprise  system. 

Sound  and  effective  legislation  cannot  be 
realized  in  the  short  space  of  time  which  the 
proponents  of  this  measure  had  at  their  dis¬ 
posal.  We  know  from  personal  experience 
that  any  measure  conceived  and  nurtured  in 
the  short  span  of  weeks  cannot  long  solve 
one  of  the  most  pressing  national  problems. 

Congress  should  immediately  begin  exten¬ 
sive  hearings  to  solve  this  farm-labor  prob¬ 
lem  on  a  permanent  and  sound  basis.  There¬ 
fore  I  offer  the  following  amendment  to  limit 
the  life  of  this  legislation  to  December  31, 
1951. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  inserted  in 
the  Record  several  telegrams  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  indicating  opposition  to  the  pend¬ 
ing  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tele¬ 
grams  were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  May  1,  1951. 
United  States  Senator  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Would  appreciate  your  amending  EUender 
bill.  We  favor  establishment  better  working 
conditions  for  all  agricultural  workers  and 
better  organization. 

Archbishop  Edwin  V.  Bybne. 


Corpus  Christi,  Tex.,  May  1,  1951. 
Dennis  Chavez, 

Care  White  House, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Oppose  cheap  foreign  labor.  Undermines 
local  labor.  Only  big  boys  profit  at  expense 
of  displaced  local  Latin- Americans. 

Dr.  J.  A.  Garcia. 

San  Antonio,  Tex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Lulacs  of  San  Antonio  endorse  your  stand 
opposing  authorization  of  imported  Mexi¬ 
can  labor.  Texas  labor  cheapen  by  import¬ 
ing  aliens. 

Lulac  Council  of  San  Antonio. 

Taos,  N.  Mex.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  are  not  in  favor  of  Senate  bill  984  as 
originally  introduced.  Please  endeavor  to 
amend  same. 

Coronado  Pharmacy. 

Estancia,  N.  Hex. 

Senator  Chavez, 

Washington,  V.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  We  are  opposed  to  the 
Ellender  bill.  Thank  you  for  your  stand  on 
this  bill. 

J.  C.  Sanchez. 

Taos,  N.  Mex.,  April  30, 1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Please  endeavor  to  amend  Senate  bill  984. 
Present  bill  is  detrimental  to  our  laboring 
people  in  New  Mexico. 

Maecelino  Martinez. 

J.  P.  Rael  Questa. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  designated  “M,”  and 
ask  that  it  be  stated. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2,  it 
is  proposed  to  strike  out  lines  7  to  12,  in¬ 
clusive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception  cen¬ 
ters  in  the  continental  United  States  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  and  housing  sueh  work¬ 
ers  while  arrangements  are  being  made  for 
their  employment  in,  or  departure  from,  the 
continental  United  States:  Provided,  That 
such  reception  centers  shall  be  distributed 
geographically  so  as  to  provide,  as  far  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  equality  of  costs  and  opportunity  of 
obtaining  such  workers  in  the  areas  where 
the  Secretary  finds  need  therefor  to  exist. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  first  I 
wish  the  Record  to  show  that  my  col¬ 
league  [Mr.  Morse],  the  Senators  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Magnuson  and  Mr. 
Cain],  the  Senators  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Dworshak  and  Mr.  Welker]  ,  and  the 
senior  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Wat¬ 
kins]  associate  themselves  with  me  as 
cosponsors  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  the  hour  grows  late.  I 
do  not  believe  it  is  necessary  to  make  an 
extended  statement  with  respect  to  the 
amendment.  The  senior  Senator  from 
Utah  [Mr.  Watkins]  has  heretofore  dis¬ 
cussed  the  matter  in  some  detail.  My 
colleague  has  also  discussed  it,  as  have 
other  Senators.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  I  wish  to  assure  my  colleagues 
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that  I  shall  take  very  little  time  in  pre¬ 
senting  the  amendment  to  the  Senate. 

First,  I  invite  attention  to  statements 
made  by  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  when  he 
presented  the  bill  for  the  committee. 
He  indicated  that  my  proposal  had  been 
before  the  committee,  but  that  there 
was  no  particular  support  for  it,  and 
therefore  the  committee  did  not  give  it 
full  consideration.  I  do  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  that  suggestion,  in  the  light  of  the 
hearings  themselves. 

Let  me  say  that  the  amendment  would 
provide  for  the  recruitment  of  Mexican 
nationals  in  Mexico  and  for  their  trans¬ 
portation  to  reception  centers  in  the 
United  States,  not  simply  across  the 
border  from  Mexico,  but  within  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States,  at  such  points  as 
in  the  opinion  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
need  for  such  workers  shall  be  shown  to 
exist,  and  at  such  points  as  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  would  serve 
to  equalize  the  costs  of  the  labor  and  its 
availability  to  American  agriculture 
throughout  the  48  States.  The  number 
of  reception  centers  is  a  matter  for  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor.  Their  location  rests  within  the 
discretion  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

The  reason  for  the  amendment  rests 
in  the  vast  distances  within  continental 
United  States  from  any  point  along  the 
border  between  the  United  States  and 
Mexico.  It  rests  in  the  fact  that  the 
need  for  the  proposed  legislation  arises 
from  the  circumstance  that,  in  the  pres¬ 
ent  emergency,  labor  ordinarily  available 
to  agriculture  in  various  sections  of  the 
United  States  is  not  available  because  it 
has  been  drained  off  by  war  enterprises. 
It  rests  in  the  fact  that  industrial  wages 
are  higher  than  agricultural  wages.  It 
rests  in  the  fact  that  the  Department  of 
Agriculture,  which  was  created  as  the 
representative  of  agriculture  in  the 
United  States,  and  which  speaks  with 
authority  to  agriculture,  has  called  upon 
agriculture  in  this  year  for  extraordinary 
agricultural  production.  That  extraor¬ 
dinary  production  is  an  additional  call 
on  agricultural  labor,  which  would  be 
insufficient  to  meet  the  needs  of  agricul¬ 
ture  even  were  there  no  increase  in 
production. 

This  subject  was  before  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture  and  Forestry.  I  call  at¬ 
tention  to  the  fact  that  the  committee 
had  before  it,  from  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west,  Mr.  Ernest  Falk,  manager  of  the 
Northwest  Horticultural  Council,  who 
discussed  this  very  question  in  detail.  In 
his  testimony  he  indicated  that  the  cost 
of  Mexican  labor  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  to  the  farmer  would  be  $2  per  man 
per  day  in  excess  of  the  cost  of  local 
agricultural  labor  in  the  area.  Undoubt¬ 
edly  the  same  ratio  would  prevail  in  other 
areas  of  the  United  States.  That  added 
cost  must  be  borne  by  agriculture.  Agri¬ 
culture  cannot  afford  that  type  of  dis¬ 
crimination  and  continue  to  produce. 

In  addition  to  the  statement  of  Mr. 
Falk  before  the  committee,  Mr.  Fred 
Bailey,  legislative  consultant  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Grange,  appeared  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  called  attention  time  and 
again  to  the  inequities  of  the  situation 
which  would  prevail  if  under  the  terms  of 
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the  bill  foreign  labor  were  brought  only 
to  the  Rio  Grande  and  there  had  to  be 
taken  over  by  the  prospective  employers. 
The  total  transportation  costs  to  and 
from  the  border  reception  center  would 
be  borne  by  agriculture. 

Mr.  Bail'’”  advised  the  committee  that 
it  was  the  policy  and  position  of  the 
Grange  that  equity  should  be  done  in  this 
matter.  He  suggested  the  type  of  thing 
which  is  embodied  in  the  amendment 
which  we  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  pre¬ 
sent  today. 

Among  other  things,  Mr.  Bailey  said  to 
the  committee— and  I  quote  from  page 
53  of  the  hearings : 

We  hope  that  the  committee  will  weigh, 
carefully  our  suggestion  for  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  recruiting  centers  for  foreign  work¬ 
ers  at  a  limited  number  of  interior  points, 
with  an  equitable  apportionment  of  costs. 

That  statement  was  made  again  and 
again,  and  I  shall  not  burden  the  Senate 
by  repeating  it. 

Mr.  Clarence  J.  McCormick,  Under 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  appeared  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  and  also  went  into 
this  subject  in  detail.  He  called  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  increased  production  re¬ 
quested  of  the  farmers  by  their  Govern¬ 
ment  through  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Vermont. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Oregon 
has  been  presenting  the  case  very  well. 
I  wonder  if  he  knows  that  the  Labor 
Department  indicated  a  desire  to  estab¬ 
lish  a  great  many  roadside  camps  for  mi¬ 
gratory  farm  labor  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try.  This  led  to  considerable  apprehen¬ 
sion  on  the  part  of  the  committee  that 
we  would  have  such  a  series  of  tourist 
camps  for  migratory  labor  that  they 
might  spend  a  good  deal  of  the  time 
traveling,  if  they  could  be  accommo¬ 
dated  at  cost  every  200  or  300  miles.  I 
wonder  if  the  Senator  had  considered 
limiting  the  number  of  reception  centers 
so  that  there  would  be  no  danger  of  the 
Labor  Department  undertaking  to  estab¬ 
lish  an  elaborate  system  of  tourist  camps 
for  migratory  labor  all  over  the  United 
States.  I  do  not  think  we  need  more 
than  three  or  four  reception  centers. 
But  if  we  were  to  provide  from  six  to  ten, 
I  think  that  would  safeguard  the  situ¬ 
ation. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  understand  that 
it  will  require  some  time  to  complete  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  distinguished  Senator’s 
amendment.  The  Senator  from  Louisi¬ 
ana  [Mr.  Ellender]  has  stated  that  he 
wishes  to  speak  at  some  length  on  the 
amendment.  Does  the  Senator  wish  to 
proceed,  or  would  he  rather  suspend  until 
tomorrow? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  desire  of  the  majority  leader.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent,  if  we  do  suspend 
now,  that  I  may  have  the  floor  when  the 
Senate  reconvenes  tomorrow,  inasmuch 
as  I  have  begun  my  discussion.  I  assure 
the  Senator  that  I  shall  not  take  very 
long. 


Mr.  McFARLANjj.  i  nave  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  that. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  retaining  the  floor  tomorrow? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  comply  with  the  Senator’s  request 
but  I  think  I  have  cooperated  to  a  great 
extent  by  withdrawing  my  amendments 
after  taking  a  terrible  beating.  I  do  not 
see  why  we  cannot  go  along  and  pass  the 
bill.  It  is  a  good  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
is  under  consideration.  He  is  arguing 
it  now.  All  that  the  majority  leader  is 
asking  is  that  the  Senate  take  a  recess 
until  tomorrow,  and  that  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  be  permitted  to  continue 
the  explanation  of  his  amendment. 
This  is  not  a  request  for  a  limitation  of 
debate,  or  for  a  vote  at  a  certain  time. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  think  the  Senator’s 
amendment  is  so  good  that  I  would  be 
willing  to  vote  on  it  now,  or  continue  to 
work  on  it.  I  am  for  it. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  think  it  would 
require  some  time,  and  involve  an  eve¬ 
ning  session.  Not  having  given  notice 
of  an  evening  session,  I  do  not  feel  that 
we  should  do  that.  • 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  What 
is  the  pleasure  of  the  Senate? 
Proposed  appointment  of  joint  com-: 

MITTEE  TO  INVESTIGATE  UNITED 

STATES  POLICIES  IN  THE  FAR  EAST 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  make  another  inquiry. 
The  distinguished  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  EMr.  Ferguson]  submitted  Senate 
Concurrent  Resolution  No.  25  on  April 
17,  1951.  I  had  thought  that  before  this 
time  the  Senate  would  have  finished  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  pending  bill  and  could 
adjourn  sq  that  there  could  be  p  morning 
hour,  and  tjie  resolution  couldhe  consid¬ 
ered  and  acted  upon.  It  \yould  do  no 
good  to  ad  j  aura  until  tomorrow  unless 
we  would  obtain  a  unaniihous-consent 
agreement  to  vote  on  his  resolution  be¬ 
fore  2  o’clock.'. 

If  I  may  have  the  attention  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon],  he  may 
be  interested  in  what  I  am  about  to  say. 
In  order  to  find  out  whether  it  would  be 
possible  to  dispose  of  the  concurrent  res¬ 
olution  before  the  hour  of  2  o’clock,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  Senate 
vote  on  Senate  Concurrent  Resolution 
25  at  2  o’clock  tomorrow. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  what  the  resolution  is? 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Suppose  the  majority 
leader  tells  Us  about  it. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  It  is  a  resolution 
providing  for  the  appointment  of  a  joint 
committee  to  investigate  United  States 
policies  in  the  Far  East. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  would 
like  to  Comply  with  that  suggestion,  but 
I  remind  the  Senate  that  the  unfinished 
business,  which  is  a  bill  affecting  Amer¬ 
ican  4abor,  is  important.  So  I  shall  ob¬ 
ject/ 

lytr.  McFARLAND.  Then  I  see  no  pur¬ 
pose  in  adjourning,  I  may  say  to  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Michigan,  be¬ 
cause  without  a  unanimous-consent 
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agreement  I  am  sure  we  could  not  finish 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  in  the  2  hours  time,  and  we  would 
only  waste  the  2  hours.  So  it  will  lie  my 
purpose  to  move  that  the  Senate  take  a 
recess. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  I  will  press  for  an 
adjournment  at  a  later  time.  If  there 
is  objection,  of  course,  we  cannot  pro¬ 
ceed. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  will  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  that  I  had 
thought  we  would  finish  action  on  the 
unfinished  business  on  yesterday,  or  by 
tonight,  and  that  we  could  then  take  up 
the  concurrent  resolution  submitted  by 
the  Senator  from  Michigan.  I  was  not 
trying  to  keep  him  from  having  it  taken 
up  for  consideration.  I  want  the  Sena¬ 
tor  to  understand  that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  wonder  if  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
would  withhold  his  objection.  I  think 
the  majority  leader  made  the  situation 
plain,  and  I  have  no  doubt  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  understood  him.  Un¬ 
less  the  concurrent  resolution  is  brought 
up  by  tomorrow  and  voted  upon  time  will 
run  against  it.  It  was  the  desire  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Michigan 
that  the  committees  that  were  to  hear 
the  witnesses  on  the  question  of  our  na¬ 
tional-defense  policy  and  our  policies  in 
the  Far  East,  should  be  of  a  bipartisan 
nature,  composed  of  an  equal  number  of 
Democrats  and  Republicans,  named 
from  the  Armed  Services  Committee, 
the  Foreign  Relations  Committee,  and 
the  Appropriations  Committee. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  should  like  to  suggest 
that  I  believe  we  can  complete  action 
on  the  pending  bill  as  well  as  the  con¬ 
current  resolution  submitted  by  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  if  we  continue 
in  session  tonight. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  We  can  pursue 
that  tomorrow. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Why  pursue  it  tomor¬ 
row? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Unanimous  con¬ 
sent  has  already  been  obtained  for  two 
committees  to  proceed.  We  will  see  what , 
can  be  done  by  tomorrow. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  it  ap¬ 
pears  to  me  that  my  good  friend  the 
majority  leader  wants  to  expedite  'busi¬ 
ness.  We  all  want  to  expedite  business. 
There  is  only  one  controversial  amend¬ 
ment  pending  in  connection  with  the 
bill,  and  that  is  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]. 
Why  can  we  not  conclude  this  bill  to¬ 
night?  I  am  quite  sure  that  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  will  agree  that  we 
should  endeavor  to  complete  action  on 
the  bill  tonight,  and  then  proceed  with 
the  other  business. 

Mr.  ET I  UNDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
understand  that  30  amendments  have 
been  sent  to  the  desk.  Only  two  amend¬ 
ments  have  been  disposed  of,  and  the 
only  amendments  which  have  been  with¬ 
drawn  are  those  which  were  submitted 
by  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico.  If  the  only  amendment  to  be 
considered  tonight  is  that  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Oregon,  of 


course,  we  could  get  through  with  the 
bill  this  evening.  But  let  us  not  forget 
that  there  are  17  more  amendments  at 
the  desk.  I  believe  the  distinguished 
senior  Senator  from  New  Mexico  had  10 
of  the  25  amendments  that  were  sub¬ 
mitted. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Yes,  I  had  10. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  recall,  30  were 
submitted.  If  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  withdrawn  his  10,  and  two 
have  been  acted  upon,  that  would  leave 
18  to  be  considered,  including  the  one 
which  is  now  under  discussion. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  will  tell  my  good 
friend  that  the  only  controversial 
amendment  is  that  of  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mi’.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
appreciate  the  cooperation  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico.  He  could 
have  taken  time  to  present  each  and 
every  one  of  his  amendments.  He  has 
cooperated  in  expediting  action  upon  the 
bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  majority 
leader  feel  that  it  would  be  agreeable  to 
have  the  Senate  convene  at  11  o’clock 
tomorrow,  thus  saving  an  hour  in  that 
way,  and  consider  the  concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  until  1  o’clock  and  then  vote 
on  it? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  have  a  com¬ 
mittee  hearing  I  must  attend  in  the 
morning.  It  has  been  my  experience, 
furthermore,  that  we  do  not  gain  much 
by  meeting  at  11  o’clock. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  There  is  not  a  Senator 
present  who  does’  not  understand  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Or¬ 
egon.  Why  can  we  not  at  least  vote 
on  that  amendment  and  get  through 
with  it.  I  am  sure  that  would  result  in 
limiting  the  debate  on  the  other  amend¬ 
ments.  Why  can  we  not  do  that?  Every 
Senator  is  for  it. 

Mr/  CORDON.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  perfectly  willing  to  have  a  vote 
on  his  amendment  this  evening  and  is 
perfectly  willing  to  cut  short  his  state¬ 
ment  so  a  vote  on  the  amendment  can 
be  had  soon.  However,  I  believe  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
desires  to  debate  the  amendment  from 
the  other  viewpoint.  If  that  is  the  case 
debate  will  probably  continue  until  some 
time  in  the  evening.  That  would  be  my 
guess.  I  am  in  the  hands  of  the  Senate. 
It  is  wholly  immaterial  to  me  whether 
the  Senate  remains  in  session  to  discuss 
the  amendment  or  does  not. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  The  question  is  simple. 
The  Senator  from  Louisiana,  who  is 
sponsoring  the  bill,  wants  the  centers,  or 
the  concentrations — I  call  them  concen¬ 
trations  because  that  is  what  they  are; 
they  are  not  reception  centers;  they  are 
concentration  centers — to  be  on  the 
Mexican  border.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  would  provide  for 
such  centers  elsewhere  in  addition  to 
those  on  the  Mexican  border.  So  the 
question  is  a  simple  one.  If  Senators 
want  them  to  be  on  the  Mexican  border 


only  they  will  vote  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  If 
Senators  want  them  to  be  located 
throughout  the  country  so  they  might 
help,  for  example,  the  beet  growers  in 
Michigan,  and  the  growers  of  string 
beans  and  tomatoes  in  the  State  of  my 
good  friend  from  Delaware,  then  Sena¬ 
tors  will  vote  for  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon.  If  Senators  want 
the  concentration  centers  to  be  only  on 
the  Mexican  border,  they  can  vote  in  line 
with  the  proposal  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana.  If  they- want  them  to  be  lo¬ 
cated  all  over  the-United  States,  as  they 
should  be,  they  can  vote  for  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered/ by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
happy  to/nave  this  informal  discussion 
going  oh,  without  yielding  to  Senators. 
I  ask  ;  unanimous  consent  that  I  may 
yield,  for  further  discussion,  so  we  may 
reach  a  decision  on  this  point. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  thought  the  Sen¬ 
ator  was  going  to  yield  for  the  purpose 
of  recessing.  I  do  not  think  it  is  fair  to 
Senators  to  keep  them  here  after  6:30 
or  7  o’clock  unless  I  have  given  notice 
in  advance  that  we  would  have  a  night 
session.  I  have  not  held  Senators  here 
until  a  later  hour  without  giving  notice. 
I  sometimes  remain  myself  in  order  to 
accommodate  Senators  who  want  to 
make  speeches  sometimes  as  late  as  7:30 
or  8 : 30  o’clock.  We  remain  in  session  as 
long  as  we  have  now  remained  more 
often  than  not.  But  unless  notice  has 
been  given  in  advance  I  do  not  think  it 
is  fair  to  hold  the  Senate  in  session  later 
than  this. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  ’ 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  first 
I  want  to  pay  tribute  to  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  for  the  fine  fight 
he  has  made  on  the  bill.  I  know  he  per¬ 
haps  feels  discouraged  at  the  reception 
which  his  initial  amendment  received, 
but  I  think  the  vote  on  that  amendment 
does  not  measure  the  true  opinion  of  the 
Senate  on  the  other  amendments  which 
he  offered.  In  particular  I  regret  that 
he  withdrew  the  amendment  providing 
penalties  for  violation  of  the  immigra¬ 
tion  laws  in  bringing  wetbacks  into  the 
United  States.  I  think  perhaps  the 
penalties  which  he  proposed  may  have 
been  too  severe,  since  there  was  provision 
both  for  a  maximum  fine  of  $2,000  and 
for  imprisonment  for  a  term  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  5  years.  But  in  the  form  of  alter¬ 
native  penalties  of  somewhat  lesser 
amount  it  would  seem  to  me  that  the 
amendment  would  commend  itself  to  the 
Senate.  So,  I  hope  very  much  that  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  will  reconsider 
his  determination  to  withdraw  the 
amendment,  and  will  now  be  willing  to 
offer  it  so  that  we  may  debate  and  vote 
upon  it  tomorrow. 

I  wish  to  say  that  I  think  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  has  rendered  a 
public  service  of  the  first  magnitude,  and 
all  of  us  honor  him  for  the  very  brave 
fight  he  has  made  during  this  week.  If 
he  will  reconsider  offering  the  amend¬ 
ment,  with  perhaps  a  slight  change  in 
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Committee  4820) • 

The  re-port  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Reduction  of  Nones  serial  Federal 
Expenditures  Vegar ding  ^emergency  agency  overhead11  (see  Digest  76)  discusses 
furniture  purchases  "by  ESA  and  recommends:  flthat  immediate  ,0'teps  "be  taken  by 
the  legislative  and  executive  "branches  to  preclude  nonessential  purchases,  use 
of  most  expensive  furniture  where  less  costly  items  will  (3b,  and  to  preclude 
abuses  of  Government  contract  purchase  requirements  in  the  name  of  emergency*11 
The  report  then  quotes  a  letter  from  GSA  agreeing  with  /he  recommendation  and 
exorcssing  the  "belief  that  its  regulation  of  Mar*  27,  /regarding  conservation  of 
all  types  of  furniture  in  short  supply ,  will  contribute  t oward  this  end* 
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10 .  •  TRADE  AGRSIOTTS.  H.  R.  1 
by  the  Finance  Committee  (s 
8  which  would  authorize  the 
Tariff  Commission,  to  take  a 
yards  to  inroorts  in  connection 


/ 

to  extend  the  Trade /Igr cements  .net,  as  reported 
Digests  75  and  fS)  contains  a  revised  section  * 
esident,  uoon  recommendation  of  USDA  and  the 
n  to  relieve  emergency  situation  with  re- 
Lth  peri  shah  he  agricultural  commodities. 

^HOUSS  / 
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11.  INTERIOR  DIPIRTMENT  APPROPRIATION  BILL/ /952.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill, 
H.  R.  3790  (pp.  478S-8II).  The  following  amendment s,'  among  others,  were  agreed 
to  before  final  passage  of  the  bill:/  \ 

By  Rep.  Gary,  Va. ,  deleting  language  providing  $3»400,000  for  construction 
by  Southeastern  Power  Adnini st rat  Lon,  by  a  vote  of  248-149  (pp*  480 5-o) . 

By  Ren.  Harris,  Ark.,  reducing  by  $550»0Sf>  the'  funds  for  construction  by 
Southwestern  Power  Admini stratum,  by  a  vote  6£  222—173  (p*  4806). 

By  Ren.  Short,  Mo*,  to  nrq/ent  the  use  of  funds  for  developing  the  western 
Missouri  nrojcct,  by  'a  vote  0/  247-152  (pn.  4806^7). 

-'■By  Ren.  Ford,  Mich.,  cu/ting  $5/  million  from  funds  allowed  for  construe-  ; 
tion  by  Bonneville  Rower  .yfninistrat  ion,  by  a  vote  hf  225—157  (pp.  4C07“o). 

By  Rep.  Pickett,  Tex,,'  cutting  $800,000  from  thc\funds  for  management  of 
■  nublic  lands  and  to  earmark  $1,200,000  for  use  in  soil. and  moisture  conserva¬ 
tion,  by  a  vote  of  249-4  48  (pp.  4808-9). 

By  Ren.  Wiggle swo/th,  Mass.,  reducing  from  $5  million-  to  $4  million  the 
funds  for  general  ipvcs t igat i 0 nsby  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  (p.  4809). 

By  Rep.  Taber,  /N.  Y*,  reducing  by  $10  million  the  funds 'for  construction  and 
rehabilitation  of  reclamation  -projects,  by  a  vote  of '237'“l60  '(p .  4809)- 

By  Rep.  Keating,  IT.  Y. ,  preventing  the  use  of  funds  to  construct  power 
transmission  facilities  where  wheeling  service  contracts  have.  bd^n  entered  into, 
by  a  vote  of  22b-lb5  (pp.  4o09~10). 

By  Rep.  Jensen,  Iowa,  permitting  the  filling  of  only  25  percent,  of  the  va—  : 
cancies  thsft  occur  in'  the  Department  in  1952,  with  cei'tain  exceotioriq,  by  a  vote 

of  224-169’  (pp.  4810-1',  .4798-803). 

By  Rep,  Williams,  hiss.,  to  reduce  by  $265, 000' the  funds  for  salaries  and 
expenses,  iff  ice  of  the  Secretary,  by  a  vote  of  59“^  (pp.  4792~3)« 

By  Rep,  Smith,  Vis.,  to  prohibit  the  use  of  departmental  funds  for  publici¬ 
ty  or  propaganda  purposes  not  already  authorized  by  Congress  (pp*  4796—8). 

/  By  Sol*  Bartlett ,  .  Ala.ska,  to  remove  a  orovision  prohibiting  the  payment 
a/higher  ra,te  of  pay  for  Federal  emoloyees  outside  the  continental  U.  S.  than 
/or  those  doing  comoarable  work  within  the  continental  limits  Von.  4794-6). 
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Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  Senator  whether  it  is  not  true  that, 
under  the  proposed  program  the  people 
of  the  District  of  Columbia,  by  their 
qualified  electors,  would  be  given  the 
right  to  choose  the  members  of  their 
school  board,  who  have  the  government 
and  control  and  supervision  of  the  pub¬ 
lic  schools  of  the  District  of  Columbia? 

Mr.  NEELY.  That  is  certainly  true. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  also  true 
that,  under  the  present  law,  citizens  of 
the  District  have  nothing  whatever  to 
do  with  the  selection  of  the  members  of 
their  school  board? 

Mr.  NEELY.  Not  a  bit  more  than 
have  the  voters  of  Florida  or  West  Vir¬ 
ginia. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Is  it  not  also  true 
that  they  have  nothing  to  do,  by  way  of 
selecting  the  school-board  members, 
with  the  administration  of  the  public 
eohooi  system  which  they  support  by 
ilisir  taxes,  and  to  which  they  furnish 
the  pupils  from  the  children  of  their 
families? 

Mr.  NEELY.  That  is  absolutely  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  for  one  more  question? 

Mr.  NEELY.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Does  the  Senator 
know  of  any  other  area  within  the  con¬ 
tinental  limits  of  the  United  States 
where  the  citizenry  are  reduced  to  such 
a  situation  that  they  have  no  voice 
whatever  over  the  matter  of  their  school 
system  or  its  control,  or  the  control, 
through  elected  officials,  of  the  selection 
of  teachers  and  others  who,  for  so  many 
hours  a  day,  or  for  most  of  the  year, 
have  the  supervision  and  training  of 
their  children? 

Mr.  NEELY.  There  is  not  another 
place  in  the  United  States  whose  citizens 
suffer  such  degradation.  In  my  opinion, 
aside  from  Russia  ..and  its  satellites  there 
is  no  civilized  country  in  the  world  where 
such  a  condition  obtains. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
I  hoped  that  he  would  deal  with  this 
problem,  because  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
matter  of  control  of  the  public-school 
system  is  something  in  which  citizens 
should  have  some  say,  and  perhaps  the 
most  abject  difficulty  under  which  the 
citizens  of  the  District  of  Columbia  now 
try  to  exist  is  the  complete  denial  of  any 
voice  whatever  in  connection  with  their 
public  school  structures  and  systems, 
or  the  personnel  or  the  conditions  under 
which  their  own  children  are  subjected 
to  education  under  the  public-school  sys¬ 
tem  of  the  District. 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  read  further  from  Dr. 
Galloway’s  testimony: 

Three  years  ago  the  Washington  Post  con¬ 
ducted  a  scientific  poll  on  this  question 
which  showed  that  70  percent  of  the  people 
of  Washington  were  in  favor  of  local  self- 
government. 

It  is  further  argued  that  not  only  do  the 
people  here  want  it  but  that  the  Nation  at 
large  wants  the  District  to  have  home  rule. 
A  Gallup  -poll  a  couple  of  years  ago  showed 
that  77  percent  of  the  people  in  the  Nation 
at  large  favored  it. 

Moreover,  'many  leading  newspapers  have 
endorsed  it  editorially. 


They  also  remind  us  that  President  Tru¬ 
man  himself  endorsed  this  very  bill  now 
before  your  committee  and  urged  its  passage 
in  a  letter  to  the  Speaker  of  the  House  on 
July  25,  1949. 

One  of  the  principal  arguments  that  is 
frequently  made  by  the  advocates  of  home 
rule  is  that  its  adoption  would  relieve  Con- 
grass  of  an  onerous  councilmanic  burden 
which  it  ought  not  to  have  to  bear  in  these 
times  when  great  issues  of'peace  and  recon¬ 
struction  are  pressing  for  its  attention. 

As  it  is,  as  you  know,  all  District  legisla¬ 
tion  must  pass  through  both  Houses  of  Con¬ 
gress,  and  there  are  28  separate  stages  in 
the  passage  of  law  through  the  National  Leg¬ 
islature,  whereas  elsewhere,  local  policies 
are  made  by  the  single  act  of  a  city  council. 

We  know  here  that  it  takes  an  act  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  change  the  names  of  the  streets  or 
to  save  daylight  time  or  to  kill  starlings  or 
destroy  weeds.  It  is  argued  that  this  state 
of  affairs  is  not  fair  to  the  Congress,  nor 
fair  to  the  people  of  Washington,  whose  local 
needs  tend  to  be  neglected. 

It  is  also  argued  that  both  of  our  great 
national  political  parties  have  promised  suf¬ 
frage  to  the  District  of  Columbia  residents. 
The  platforms  of  your  own  party  have  con¬ 
tained  home-rule  planks,  I  think,  since  1892. 

The  Democratic  platform  of  1948  stated: 
“We  favor  extension  of  the  right  of  suffrage 
to  the  people  of  the  District  of  Columbia.” 
The  Republican  platform,  in  the  same  year, 
contained  a  similar  statement. 

The  opponents  of  home  rule  have  cast 
doubt  upon  the  constitutionality  of  this  leg¬ 
islation.  They  have  questioned  the  consti¬ 
tutionality,  for  example,  of  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  which  relate  to  the  handling  of 
legislative  proposals  of  the  District  Council. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  advocates  of  the 
measure  would  invite  your  attention  to  the 
fact  that  the  constitutionality  of  this  bill 
has  been  upheld  in  written  opinions  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  District  Committees  of  Con¬ 
gress  by  the  Attorney  General  of  the  United 
States,  by  House  and  Senate  legislative  coun¬ 
sel  and  that,  sip,  is  a  copy  of  their  opinion, 
and  by  several  eminent  constitutional  law¬ 
yers - - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  unanimous-con¬ 
sent  request  in  order  that  I  may  send  to 
the  desk  an  amendment,  without  the 
Senator’s  losing  the  floor? 

Mr.  NEELY.  If  that  may  be  done 
Without  losing  my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
object. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Objection  is 
heard. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  simply  wanted  to 
offer  a  modification  of  the  Watkins 
amendment.  It  will  not  be  taken  up  at 
this  time.  I  hope  the  majority  leader 
will  not  object  to  my  presenting  a  modi¬ 
fication  to  an  amendment  already  on  the 
desk. 

'Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  matter  is  not 
before  the  Senate,  and  it  would  not  be 
in  order. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  think  it  would  be  in 
order.  I  am  not  offering  the  amend¬ 
ment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  But  it  is  not  in 
order.  The  resolution  to  which  the 
amendment  relates  is  not  before  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I  do  not  object  to  its  being  printed 
and  lying  on  the  table. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  That  is  all 
that  can  be  done. 
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Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  do  not  object  to 
that. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  want  to  thank  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  for  yielding. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  yield  so 
that  I  may  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
the  resolution  which  would  automati¬ 
cally  “follow  the  Senator’s  resolution  may 
be  brought  up  during  the  next  few 
minutes? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Presi- 
rent,  I  cannot  yield  for  that  purpose. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
declines  to  yield. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
tinue  reading: 

and  by  several  eminent  constitutional 
lawyers,  including  John  W.  Davis,  Edward  S. 
Corwin,  and  Arthur  T.  Vanderbilt — 

I  hope  Senators  will  heed  the  names 
of  these  eminent  lawyers  who  have  stat¬ 
ed  that  the  bill,  almost  a  counterpart  of 
the  Kefauver  bill,  was  constitutional — 
including  John  W.  Davis,  Edward  S.  Corwin, 
and  Arthur  T.  Vanderbilt — 

Let  me  pause  to  say,  Mr>  President, 
that,  in  my  humble  opinion,  John  W. 
Davis’  superior  as  a  lawyer  has  never 
walked  this  earth. 

The  Chairman.  Have  we  not  heard  that 
Mr.  West,  the  corporation  counsel,  and  the 
Commissioners,  the  day  before  yesterday  de¬ 
cided,  in  effect,  that  this  bill  was  not  con¬ 
stitutional? 

Mr.  Galloway.  I  noticed  that  some  ques¬ 
tion  had  been  raised  by  the  Corporation 
Counsel.  But,  in  reply,  I  would  invite  your 
attention  to  an  opinion  on.  the  issue  ex¬ 
pressed  by  that  eminent  constitutional  au¬ 
thority,  Prof.  Edward  S.  Corwin,  of  Princeton 
University  who,  in  his  recent  book,  Under¬ 
standing  the  Constitution,  has  this  to  say  on 
that  very  point:  “The  Constitution  does  not 
permit  Congress  to  grant  the  citizens  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  the  right  to  vote  in 
Federal  elections,  but  there  is  no  constitu¬ 
tional  reason  why  they  should  not  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  elect  their  own  local  officials.  At  the 
present  time.  Congress,  which  has  complete 
governmental  powers  over  the  District, 
spends  a  day  every  fortnight  it  is  in  session, 
passing  city  ordinances  and  serving  as  city 
council.  From  the  viewpoint  of  both  legis¬ 
lative  efficiency  and  justice  for  the  citizens 
of  the  District.”  concludes  Professor  Corwin, 
“such  a  system  is  indefensible  and  the  de¬ 
mands  for  a  larger  measure  of  home  rule  are 
becoming  ever  more  insistent.” 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  order?  I 
think  it  is  important  that  Senators  hear 
this.  If  it  were  my  work,  I  would  not 
think  so,  but  it  is  the  work  of  eminent 
lawyers. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT,  The  Senate 
will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
tinue  reading : 

Advocates  of  home  rule  further  contend 
that  all  other  American  cities  enjoy  local 
self-government,  and  they  point  out  that  all 
the  other  capital  cities  of  countries  outside 
the  iron  curtain,  except  Canberra,  Australia, 
where  the  situation  is  unique,  also  have 
home  rule. 

It  is  further  argued  by  the  advocates  of 
this  bill  that  lack  of  local  self-government 
in  the  Capital  City  of  the  world’s  greatest 
democracy,  embarrasses  the  conduct  of  our 
foreign  relations,  and  I  think  that  has  been 
brought  to  your  attention  already. 
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I  have  had  the  experience  myself  in  recent 
years,  since  the  late  war,  of  addressing  vis¬ 
iting  delegations  of  Japanese  and  German 
officials  from  countries  which  we  are  engaged 
in  attempting  to  democratize,  and  these  of¬ 
ficials  have  expressed  amazement  when  they 
have  learned  that  here  in  Washington  the 
residents  are  not  even  permitted  to  vote  for 
their  own  dog  catcher. 

Mr.  President,  I  fear  I  am  interrupting 
a  conversation  being  held  near  me.  I 
shall  subside  for  a  moment  until  it 
ceases. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senate 
will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
tinue  reading: 

Under  the  present  form  of  local  govern¬ 
ment — 

If  the  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Holland]  is  present,  I  should  like  to 
invite  his  attention  to  this. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  The  question  is 
whether  or  not  the  Senator  will  yield,  if 
he  does  not  thereby  lose  the  floor,  so  that 
I  may  ask  for  a  vote  on  Senate  Concur¬ 
rent  Resolution  25,  which  is  now  on  the 
calendar,  and  which  will  remain  there  if 
there  is  a  delay  until  7  o’clock.  The 
Senator  from  Michigan  would  like  a  vote 
on  it  tonight. 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  assure 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan,  for  whom  I  have  the  highest  re¬ 
spect,  that  I  should  like  to  accommodate 
him.  But  I  do  not  want  the  minds  on 
the  Republican  side  of  the  aisle  to  turn 
to  another  MacArthur  hippodrome.  I 
wish  to  keep  their  minds  on  self-govern¬ 
ment  for  people  of  the  United  States 
until  the  Republican  and  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  sides  of  the  aisle  have  redeemed 
their  platform  pledges. 

SUPPLYING  OP  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
PROM  MEXICO 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  hour  of 
7  o’clock  having  arrived,  the  resolution 
of  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  goes 
to  the  calendar,  and  the  clerk  will  state 
the  unfinished  business,  which  comes  au¬ 
tomatically  before  the  Senate. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (S.  984) 
to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  question 
is  on  agreeing  to  the  modified  amend¬ 
ment  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  on  behalf  of  him¬ 
self  and  other  Senators. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  body  of  the  Record,  for  the  infor¬ 
mation  of  Senators  on  the  measure  now 
pending,  Senate  bill  984,  a  series  of  let¬ 
ters,  telegrams,  news  articles,  and  edi¬ 
torials  relating  to  many  of  the  important 
issues  involved  in  the  bill. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  commu¬ 
nications,  news  articles,  and  editorials 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

[From  Labor  of  February  10,  1951] 
Labor  Barred  From  Secret  Parley  on  Alien 
Workers;  Shocking  “Gag”  Assailed 

Representatives  of  the  labor  movement 
were  thoroughly  aroused  this  week  over  the 


shocking  manner  in  which  officials  of  the 
American  and  Mexican  Governments  han¬ 
dled  negotiations  for  bringing  an  army  of 
Mexicans  from  below  the  Rio  Grande  into 
this  country  to  meet  alleged  “manpower 
shortages.” 

The  story  of  what  happened  is  one  of  the 
most  extraordinary  this  paper  has  ever  re¬ 
ported.  Here  are  the  high  lights: 

A  fortnight  ago  leaders  of  labor  learned 
that  an  American  Government  delegation 
was  to  meet  secretly  with  officials  of  the 
Mexican  Government  in  Mexico  City  to  dis¬ 
cuss  lowering  the  bars  for  an  influx  of 
Mexicans  into  this  country. 

The  Railway  Labor  Executives’  Associa¬ 
tion,  along  with  the  A.  F.  of  L.  and  CIO, 
asked  the  State  Department  to  include  labor 
representatives  in  the  American  delegation 
as  observers  or  consultants,  since  the  deci¬ 
sions  reached  would  vitally  affect  workers  in 
this  country. 

An  absolute  refusal  came  from  the  State 
Department.  Whereupon  the  RLEA  sent 
Frank  L.  Noakes,  research  director  of  the 
maintenance-of-way  employees,  down  to 
Mexico  City  to  keep  an  eye  on  the  parleys. 
The  A.  F.  of  L.  sent  Ernesto  Galarza  of  the 
National  Farm  Labor  Union. 

In  Mexico  City  Noakes  and  Galarza  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  United  States  Embassy  that 
at  least  machinery  be  set  up  for  a  formal 
exchange  of  information  and  proposals  be¬ 
tween  the  conferees  and  the  labor  repre¬ 
sentatives,  so  that  the  ideas  of  labor  could 
be  considered.  Also,  they  asked  that  all 
agreements  reached  be  made  public,  with  no 
secret  or  confidential  understandings.  This 
fair  suggestion  was  rejected. 

Then  something  even  more  startling  hap¬ 
pened.  The  Mexican  Government  laid  down 
a  “gag  rule,”  forbidding  the  press  or  anyone 
else  to  discuss  the  secret  conferences  for  7 
days.  Mexico  City  newspapers  were  “hop¬ 
ping  mad”  about  the  suppression,  but  were 
forced  to  submit. 

Even  worse,  when  major  Mexican  unions 
called  a  mass  meeting,  primarily  to  welcome 
Noakes  and  Galarza,  the  Government  arrest¬ 
ed  the  leaders,  releasing  them  only  after  they 
promised  to  call  off  the  meeting.  The  gov¬ 
ernment  contended  such  assembly  violated 
its  gag  order. 

“I  never  dreamed  any  democratic  govern¬ 
ment  would  resort  to  such  suppression,-” 
Noakes  said.  “Certainly,  any  future  such 
conferences  should  be  held  in  the  United 
States  where  we  still  have  freedom  of  the 
press. 

“Also,  we  are  shocked  and  angry  at  the 
action  of  our  own  State  Department  in  bar¬ 
ring  labor  from  the  conferences.  You  can 
be  sure  we  are  going  to  protest  that  action 
as  hard  as  we  can.” 

Noakes  said  he  received  only  one  assur¬ 
ance — that  the  Mexico  City  conferences  were 
confined  to  the  question  of  importing  farm 
labor  and  would  not  take  up  admission  of 
Mexicans  for  railroad  work  at  this  time.  He 
said  he  was  told  rail  labor  would  be  con¬ 
sulted  if  and  when  the  importation  of  rail- 
men  is  considered. 

Noakes  stressed,  too,  that  the  railroad  labor 
unions  had  only  two  objectives  in  mind  in 
seeking  participation  in  the  parleys — one,  “to 
safeguard  standards  of  their  members  from 
being  lowered  by  importation  of  unnecessary 
labor,  and,  two,  to  see  to  it  that  the  ‘braceros’ 
(Mexican  migrants)  will  not  be  exploited  in 
this  country.” 

Even  though  the  parleys  dealt  only  with 
farm  workers,  “that  does  not  lessen  our  in¬ 
terest  in  the  problem,”  Noakes  said. 

He  added  that,  in  his  report  to  the  RLEA, 
he  will  urge  that  every  possible  assistance  be 
given  to  the  National  Farm  Labor  Union  in 
its  effort  to  protect  American  agricultural 
workers  from  destruction  of  their  wage  and 


working  standards  through  importation  of 
unnecessary  foreign  workers. 


National  Farm  Labor  Union,  AFL, 

El  Centro,  Calif.,  April  30,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C- 

Dear  Senator  Chavez  :  Those  of  us  who  are 
in  the  field  in  opposition  to  the  corporation 
farmers  appreciate  very  much  the  efforts  you 
are  making  to  stop  the  Ellender-Poage  bill. 

With  the  hope  that  you  may  find  in  them 
additional  facts  to  co'mbat  this  bill,  I  am 
air  mailing  you  today  some  photographs  tak¬ 
en  by  my  on  April  21  in  Hermosillo,  Mexico. 

These  photographs  show  the  conditions 
under  which  contracting  of  Mexican  “bra¬ 
ceros”  was  being  carried  out  on  that  date. 
A  detailed  report  on  these  conditions  is  now 
in  the  hands  of  President  Mitchell  of  our 
union.  This  report,  I  am  sure,  will  be  avail¬ 
able  to  you.  I  can  add  nothing  to  it  at  this 
time. 

The  Ellender-Poage  bill  takes  these  condi¬ 
tions  for  granted.  If  it  becomes  a  law,  we 
may  expect  this  inhuman,  irresponsible  form 
of  contracting  to  continue. 

Neither  Senator  Ellender  nor  Representa¬ 
tive  Poage  nor  any  of  the  officials  of  the  State 
and  Labor  Departments  who  composed  the 
United  States  delegation  that  went  to  Mex¬ 
ico  City  last  January  can  plead  ignorance 
of  this  situation.  I  was  sent  to  the  nego¬ 
tiations  that  began  on  January  26,  1951,  as  a 
representative  of  the  American  Federation  of 
Labor.  It  was  our  explicit  purpose  to  show 
from  the  record  that  the  conditions  of  con¬ 
tracting  of  “braceros”  have  degenerated  to  a 
level  of  international  indecency;  and  to  warn 
our  delegation  that  these  conditions  would 
be  repeated  this  year. 

The  responsibility  for  the  situation  in  Her¬ 
mosillo  lies  squarely  at  the  door  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  United  States  delegation  to  the 
Mexico  City  negotiations.  I  am  sure  that  if 
you  make  the  facts  known  to  the  Members 
of  Congress  they  will  no  longer  sanction  by 
law  this  nauseating  betrayal  of  the  good 
neighbor  spirit. 

You  may  be  sure  that  we  are  ready  to  give 
you  ample  documented  support  in  your  op¬ 
position  to  this  bill. 

With  appreciation,  I  remain, 

Ernesto  Galarza. 

New  York,  N.  Y.,  May  2,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate,  Washington,  D.  C.: 

National  Consumers  League  at  meeting  in 
New  York  adopted  resolution  yesterday  en¬ 
dorsing  efforts  to  amend  Ellender  bill  to 
achieve  improved  standards  of  working  con¬ 
ditions  for  all  migrant  workers,  both  do¬ 
mestic  and  imported. 

Elizabeth  S.  Magee, 

General  Secretary. 

Washington,  D.  C.,  May  2,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building: 

The  National  Farmers  Union  commends 
you  for  your  courageous  and  untiring  efforts 
in  the  fight  to  maintain  decent  standards 
for  agricultural  workers.  Your  actions  in 
fighting  the  feudal  lords  of  agriculture  who 
refuse  to  utilize  underemployed  American 
labor  and  who  prefer  a  cheap  imported  labor 
supply  are  encouraging  all  of  us  whose  faith 
remains  in  the  family  farm  and  not  the  fac¬ 
tories  in  the  field.  You  are  also  showing  to 
the  world  that  the  American  conscience  and 
sense  of  fair  play  are  still  alive.  Keep  up 
the  good  work. 

James  G.  Patton, 

President  of  the  National  Farmers 
Union. 
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Albuquerque,  N.  Mex.,  May  1,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  O.: 

The  board  of  directors  of  the  New  Mexico 
Farm  and  Livestock  Bureau  meeting  at  their 
regular  quarterly  meeting  in  Albuquerque 
May  1  wish  to  inform  you  that  our  organi¬ 
zation  of  over  6,000  family  members  is 
strongly  in  favor  of  the  passage  of  the  El- 
lender  farm-labor  bill  without  amendments. 
New  Mexico  farmers  and  ranchers  cannot 
produce  the  defense  crops  they  have  been 
urged  to  plant  without  an  adequate  supply 
of  labor.  Only  source  of  qualified  labor 
available  to  us  is  Mexican  nationals.  We 
urge  your  support  in  withdrawing  amend¬ 
ments  and  supporting  this  measure.  The 
board  of  directors,  New  Mexico  Farm  and 
Livestock  Bureau :  Henry  Mallette,  Las 
Vegas;  John  Gard,  Gladstone  Rosco,  Fletcher 
Dexter,  Russell  Rogers,  Artesia;  R.  C.  Mor¬ 
gan,  Portales;  Andrew  Chitwood,  Clovis; 
Cecil  Moon,  Forrest;  W.  E'.  Overton,  Yeso; 
J.  C.  Johnson,  Tularosa;  George  Cureton, 
Lordsburg;  Clarence  Stringer,  Berino;  G.  D. 
Hatfield,  Deming;  Floyd  Lee,  San  Mateo;  Alex 
Hare,  Bloomfield;  W.  P.  Thorpe,  Las  Cruces; 
Delmar  Roberts,  Berino;  W.  B.  McAlister, 
Portales;  Stephen  L.  Brock,  Roy;  Mrs.  Frank 
Sehulmeister,  Albuquerque;  and  J.  L.  Au¬ 
gustine,  Jr.,  Las  Cruces. 

J.  L.  Augustine. 

Gallup,  N.  Mex.,  May  1, 1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senator, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  members  of  the  United  Mine  Workers 
of  America,  Local  No.  7777,  unalterably  op¬ 
pose  the  Ellender  bill  to  import  Mexican 
labor  to  the  United  States.  It  is  only  a  sub¬ 
terfuge  to  import  slave  labor  to  be  exploited 
for  the  benefit  of  a  choice  few.  There  is  no 
intent  to  provide  standard  wages  or  decent 
living  conditions.  It  is  a  fact  that  sufficient 
American  labor  Is  available  among  the 
Southwest  Indians  and  other  people  of  our 
country.  Reluctance  on  the  part  of  the 
labor  profiteers  to  paying  a  living  wage  has 
kept  this  large  labor  reservoir  of  manpower 
idle.  We  respectfully  petition  you  to  op¬ 
pose  the  Ellender  bill. 

Rudy  Costello, 

President. 
Jerry  Marquez, 

Secretary. 
Bartolo  Borbon, 

Treasurer. 
Ben  Thomas, 

Financial  Secretary. 
William  Grijalga, 
Assistant  Secretary. 

Taos,  N.  Mex.,  May  2, 1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

Canvass  of  majority  of  our  175  members 
reveals  opposition  to  Ellender  bill  984  unless 
your  amendment  Is  accepted.  Best  wishes. 

Taos  Chamber  op  Commerce, 
Ruth  G.  Fish,  Secretary. 

San  Antonio,  Tex.,  May  1,  1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez,  of  New  Mexico, 
Washington,  D.  C.: 

We  share  your  views  in  opposing  the  bill 
allowing  the  Importation  of  Mexican  farm 
labor  for  seasonal  work. 

F.  E.  Swales, 

President,  San  Antonio  Trades 
Council,  A.  F.  of  L. 


Fresno,  Calif.,  May  1, 1951. 
Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

In  behalf  of  California’s  250,000  underem¬ 
ployed  farm  workers,  the  California  organ¬ 


ization  of  the  National  Farm  Labor  Union, 
AFL,  extends  deepest  appreciation  and  grati¬ 
tude  for  your  valiant  stand  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  April  27  with  reference  to  foreign 
farm-labor  importation. 

W.  A.  Swearingen, 

Fresno  Area  Representative. 

[From  Time  magazine  of  April  9,  1951] 
Immigration — The  Wetbacks 

For  years  past,  the  armies  of  ragged,  hun¬ 
gry  men  had  come  from  all  over  Mexico,  up 
the  highways  and  the  railroads,  on  foot 
under  the  burning  sun.  Drawn  by  the  hope 
of  the  Yankee  dollar,  they  swarmed  to  the 
border  by  the  tens  of  faceless  thousands. 
They  milled  briefly  amid  slinking  dogs  and 
neon-lighted  stench  of  Mexicali,  and  then 
streamed,  furitively  and  endlessly  across  the 
border  into  California. 

Some  of  them  paid  smugglers  $10  to  sneak 
them  over  the  yne  In  automobile  trunks. 
But  most  simply  walked  to  the  east  or  west 
of  the  International  Bridge,  jumped  across 
the  narrow  New  River,  crawled  through  holes 
In  a  10-foot  wire  fence,  and  scrambled  up  to 
United  States  soil.  They  were  the  prey  of 
countless  enemies.  Robbers  had  killed  some 
of  them.  Disease  killed  many  more.  Some¬ 
times  the  unwary  died  sneaking  rides  atop 
12-foot  hay  trucks,  which  sped  through  13- 
foot  underpasses  on  the  highways. 

Desert  trek:  The  sun  killed  many,  too— 
althofigh  hundreds  of  them  made  incredible 
week-long  treks  across  the  barren  Mojave 
Desert,  carrying  nothing  to  drink  but  a  gal¬ 
lon  jug  of  water,  hiding  under  cactus  by  day 
and  walking  by  night.  Harassed  immigra¬ 
tion  officials  rounded  them  up  in  knots  along 
the  roads,  in  wholesale  lots  on  farms,  loaded 
them  into  yellow  busses  and  took  them  back 
to  Mexico.  Last  year  230,000  were  caught  in 
California  alone.  Most  of  them  hustled 
back,  were  often  caught  again  at  the  same 
Job  in  the  same  field  on  the  same  day. 

Last  week  the  tide  of  illegal  Mexican  “wet¬ 
backs”  flower  strongest  into  California’s  lush, 
hot  Imperial  Valley,  where  the  harvest  sea¬ 
son  was  at  its  height.  But  they  were  cross¬ 
ing  the  Rio  Grande  'into  Texas,  too;  by 
autumn,  immigration  men  estimate,  more 
than  a  million  wetbacks  will  have  surged 
across  the  2, 000-mile  border  between  the 
Pacific  and  the  Gulf,  hunting  jobs  as  the 
Forty-niners  hunted  gold. 

The  phenomenon  of  the  wetbacks  is  not 
new,  but  until  World  War  II,  it  was  not  a 
large  one.  The  war  siphoned  off  agricultural 
labor,  particularly  low-paying,  exhausting 
“stoop  labor”  along  the  lower  Rio  Grande,  in 
New  Mexico,  Arizona,  and  California.  The 
wetbacks  rushed  into  the  vacuum. 

More  came  every  year.  In  1948  the  United 
States  and  Mexican  Governments  tried  to 
channel  and  control  the  migration,  signed  a 
series  of  pacts  by  which  Mexico  agreed  to 
send  labor  crews  across  the  border  for  spe¬ 
cific  jobs,  ahd  that  the  United  States  would 
guarantee  them  a  prevailing  wage,  housing, 
and  insurance.  It  was  like  making  interna¬ 
tional  agreements  about  locusts. 

The  Mexican  migrants  rebelled  at  delays 
and  red  tape.  United  States  farmers,  by  and 
large,  boycotted  the  agreement  too.  They 
had  come  to  consider  the  wetbacks  as  a 
cheap,  natural  resource,  as  rightfully  theirs 
as  rain  or  good  soil.  Forced  to  choose  be¬ 
tween  lawbreaking  or  paying  legally  imported 
Mexican  Nationals  a  fair  wage,  many  farmers 
chose,  without  hesitation,  to  break  the  law. 
After  all,  wetbacks  would  work — and  are 
working — for  as  little  as  20  cents  an  hour, 
a  wage  comparable  to  that  skilled  labor  re¬ 
ceives  in  Mexico.  They  do  not  argue,  do 
not  agitate,  do  not  complain;  if  they  do, 
they  can  always  be  turned  In  as  border 
jumpers.  Farmers  have  built  good  barracks 
for  some,  but  others  live  wretchedly,  taking 
shelter  in  caves  or  rude  lean-tos,  cooking  In 
the  fields,  washing  in  irrigation  ditches. 


Last  week  the  illegal  wetback  labor  system 
did  not  lack  for  critics;  many  a  citizen  of 
the  States  Involved  not  only  cried,  "Shame” 
at  a  condition  which  savored  of  slavery,  but 
protested  that  the  low-paid  laborers  were 
working  the  economic  ruin  of  dozens  of  farm¬ 
ing  towns.  In  the  Imperial  Valley,  34-year- 
old  Hank  Hasiwar,  organizer  for  the  National 
Farm  Labor  Union,  was  not  only  agitating 
among  the  wetbacks  (who,  however,  can¬ 
not  become  union  members)  and  protesting 
to  Congress,  but  also  trying  to  unite  mer¬ 
chants  and  businessmen  against  the  system. 

But  the  wetbacks  kept  coming. 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  April  18,  1951] 
Migrant  Labor 

The  report  and  the  recommendations  of 
the  President’s  Commission  on  Migratory  La¬ 
bor  contribute  much-needed  light  and  guid¬ 
ance  on  the  many  problems  in  this  thorny 
area  of  American  life.  Systematically  inves¬ 
tigating  each  aspect  of  migratory  labor  in 
this  country,  the  distinguished  group  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  President  has  problem  to  the 
heart  of  the  many  difficulties  facing  these 
workers  and  has  reached  conclusions  worthy 
of  the  most  serious  study  by  those,  including 
Congress,  who  have  authority  to  implement 
these  recommendations. 

At  the  nub  of  the  disgraceful  conditions 
surrounding  employment  of  migratory  work¬ 
ers  in  the  United  States  is  a  complex  of  fac¬ 
tors.  The  market  for  farm  labor  is  largely 
disorganized,  employing  casual  workers  who 
are  utilized  far  from  fully.  Migrant  workers 
are  used  for  the  most  part  at  seasonal  peaks 
of  labor  needs,  as  at  harvest  time,  on  back¬ 
breaking  manual  Jobs.  Many  of  our  domes¬ 
tic  migrants  have  great  difficulty  in  finding 
alternative  industrial  employment.  Migra¬ 
tory  workers  have  failed  to  achieve  the  strong 
unionization  which  has  advanced  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  other  major  groups  of  workers  in  this 
country.  Social  legislation  in  this  country 
for  the  most  part  excludes  farm  workers  from 
Its  protection  and  benefits. 

The  President’s  Commission  directs  its  rec¬ 
ommendations  towards  many  of  these  specific 
problems.  It  suggests  that  a  Federal  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor  be  formed 
to  coordinate  both  governmental  and  pri¬ 
vate  activity  in  this  field.  It  urges  that  do¬ 
mestic  workers  be  used  to  a  maximum  extent 
and  that  foreign  workers  be  imported  only 
when  an  actual  farm-labor  shortage  exists. 
Sweatshop  conditions  on  farms  should  be 
fought  by  requiring  licenses  for  those  who 
move  workers  across  State  lines  and  by  hav¬ 
ing  the  United  States  Employment  Service 
gather  written  descriptions  of  employment 
and  housing  conditions  from  farmers  seek¬ 
ing  workers  through  that  agency.  These  and 
other  important  suggestions  strike  at  the 
roots  of  the  unhealthy  conditions  new 
plaguing  Americans  who  are  migratory  work¬ 
ers.  It  is  high  time  that  effective  action  be 
taken  to  translate  those  suggestions  into  leg¬ 
islation  and  action. 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  March  27, 
1951] 

Puerto  Rico  Offers  Labor 

San  Juan,  P.  R.,  March  26. — Labor  Com¬ 
missioner  Fernando  Sierraberdecia  told  an 
Agriculture  Subcommittee  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  today  that  Puerto  Rico  could 
furnish  from  50,000  to  100,000  experienced 
agricultural  workers  to  the  United  States  for 
July-to-December  work. 

The  commissioner  was  one  of  six  witnesses 
at  hearings  on  use  of  Puerto  Rican  labor  in 
the  continental  United  States  to  help  relieve 
seasonal  farm  labor  shortages.  The  hearing 
ended  tonight. 

Representative  W.  R.  Poage,  Democrat,  of 
Texas,  presiding,  said  the  United  States  al¬ 
ready  had  entered  an  agreement  with  Mexico 
for  the  hiring  of  labor.  He  declared  that 
final  congressional  action  was  pending. 
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Commissioner  Sierraberdecia  told  tbe  com¬ 
mittee  that  tbe  main  work  of  farm  laborers 
on  this  island  is  in  the  sugar  industry,  with 
peak  employment  from  January  to  June. 
Puerto  Rican  labor  would  benefit  from  a 
labor  pool,  he  said,  by  the  opportunity  to 
expand  their  earning  periods  to  8  or  9  months 
of  the  year. 

Mr.  Sierraberdecia  said  more  than  10,000 
laborers  had  been  hired  by  United  States 
farmers  last  year,  of  whom  98  percent  had 
returned  after  the  work  was  finished. 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  April  23,  1951] 
Men  Seeking  United  States  Jobs  Mill  in 

Misery  at  Mexican  Camp — Disregard  of 

Workers’  Priority  for  Farm  Posts  Is 

Blamed — Many  of  Latter-Day  Bonus 

Marchers  Hungry  and  III 

(By  Gladwin  Hill) 

Hermosillo,  Mexico,  April  22. — A  once- 
beautiful  city  park,  now  scarred  and  poverty- 
ridden,  has  become  the  terminal  of  a  latter- 
day  bonus  march  of  thousands  of  ragged 
workers  from  all  parts  of  Mexico.  They  are 
gambling  their  all  on  the  slim  chanee  of  get¬ 
ting  into  the  United  States  as  contract  farm 
laborers. 

Their  pathetic  stampede,  marked  by  hun¬ 
ger,  sickness,  repeated,  violence,  and  several 
deaths  began  more  than  2  months  ago  when 
word  filtered  across  the  country  that,  as  in 
every  year  since  1947,  ranchers  and  farmers 
of  the  far  western  United  States  would  soon 
be  down.  Under  an  agreement  between  the 
governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mex¬ 
ico,  these  men  hire  alien  workers  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  purported  shortages  of  domestic 
labor. 

The  recent  report  of  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mission  on  Migratory  Labor  said  that  the  un¬ 
availability  of  domestic  labor  was  question¬ 
able,  since  the  same  terms,  inducements  and 
guarantees  accorded  Mexican  labor  under  the 
agreement  had  never  been  proffered  to  do¬ 
mestic  workers. 

In  the  4  years  from  1947,  an  average  of 
80,000  Mexicans  annually  has  been  imported 
for  terms  of  6  months  or  a  year  to  work  on 
western  fruit,  vegetable,  and  cotton  farms, 
principally  in  Texas,  New  Mexico,  Arizona, 
and  California.  The  quota  for  this  spring’s 
importations,  up  to  June  30,  has  been  set  at 
53,000.  Three  centers  for  contracting  have 
been  designated:  Hermosillo,  the  capital  of 
the  State  of  Sonora,  180  miles  south  of  the 
Arizona  border;  and  Chihuahua  and  Monter¬ 
rey,  two  other  provincial  capitals. 

Hermosillo  was  the  first  contracting  center 
to  open.  By  the  time  it  began  operation 
April  2,  about  12,000  workers,  some  with  the 
traditional  sombreros  and  sarapes,  others 
wearing  just  tattered  overalls,  streamed  into 
the  city,  augmenting  its  normal  population 
by  20  percent. 

They  concentrated  in  the  half-mile-square 
park  named  for  Francisco  Madero,  Mexico’s 
martyr  president,  a  preserve  of  majestic  palm 
and  other  subtropical  trees  and  beautiful 
flower  gardens.  They  picked  this  site  as  the 
closest  encampment  •  spot  to  the  adjacent 
Casa  del  Pueblo,  the  collection  of  community 
buildings  and  a  sports  park  where  the  re¬ 
cruiting  was  to  take  place. 

They  made  their  beds  on  the  ground,  dug 
holes  around  the  edge  of  the  park  for  fire¬ 
places,  stripped  branches  for  fuel. 

In  general  the  workers,  accustomed  to 
wages  of  about  40  cents  a  day,  had  only  a  few 
pesos  in  their  pockets.  Many  had  been 
unemployed  for  months  and  subsisted  for 
days  on  a  few  tortillas  (corn  cakes)  and 
coffee. 

FIELD  KITCHENS  SET  UP 

By  March  31,  when  the  communistic 
Partido  Popular  held  its  state  convention 
here,  the  workers’  distress  and  restiveness 
had  become  so  evident  that  party  leaders 
tried  to  capitalize  on  it.  They  staged  a 


barbecue  and  sent  trucks  with  loudspeakers 
to  carry  the  encamped  workers  to  it.  A  day 
or  two  before,  however,  Gov.  Ignacio  Soto, 
of  Sonora,  had  established  some  fields  kitch¬ 
ens  in  the  park  and  alleviated  the  distress, 
so  that  the  workers  were  not  beguiled. 

The  Government  also  established  an  emer¬ 
gency  dispensary,  which  has  been  treating  as 
many  as  300  cases  a  day.  Numerous  workers 
have  contracted  pneumonia  and  several  have 
died. 

The  restiveness  of  the  workers  revived  when 
a  team  of  United  States  and  Mexican  officials 
opened  an  improved  recruiting  center  in  the 
Casa  del  Pueblo.  The  United  States  con¬ 
tingent  is  headed  by  Oscar  C.  Harper,  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  and  includes  a  half-dozen  men  from 
the  United  States  Public  Health  and  Immi¬ 
gration  and  Naturalization  Services. 

The  actual  hiring  of  workers  depends  on 
the  arrival  of  United  States  farmers  or  their 
representatives  with  certifications,  originat¬ 
ing  with  regional  representatives  of  the 
United  States  Employment  Service,  attesting 
local  labor  shortages  and  authorizing  the  hir¬ 
ing  of  aliens. 

Hiring  has  been  slow.  On  some  days,  5,000 
to  10,000  of  the  waiting  workers  have  been 
called  from  their  bivouacs  under  the  trees 
and  herded  in  the  broiling  sun  for  hours 
while  ranchers  selected  only  50  or  100  of  their 
number.  On  some  days,  there  has  been  no 
hiring  at  all. 

Disregard  by  the  Mexican  officials  in  charge 
of  this  phase  of  the  operation  for  priorities 
among  the  aspirants,  some  have  now  been 
here  as  much  as  10  weeks,  caused  resent¬ 
ment  that  has  flared  up  in  repeated  small 
riots.  In  one  of  them  a  worker  was  fatally 
trampled.  The  targets  in  these  disturbances 
have  been  the  small  detachment  of  Mexican 
soldiers  called  in  early  in  the  proceedings 
to  police  the  throng. 

I  watched  one  such  outburst  today.  The 
majority  of  the  workers,  excluded  from  to¬ 
day’s  327  hirings,  watched  sullenly  as  their 
luckier  comrades  filed  up  to  be  looked  over 
and  culled  by  Benigno  Lopez,  agent  for  the 
Growers  Farm  Labor  Association  of  Salinas, 
Calif. 

The  association,  composed  of  the  60  farm¬ 
ers  in  the  Salinas  Valley,  is  offering  82  y2 
cents  an  hour,  minus  $1.75  a  day  board,  for 
work  in  the  lettuce  fields. 

The  vexation  of  the  left-outers  culminated 
in  a  brief  stone -throwing  attack  on  the  sol¬ 
diers.  It  was  quelled  quickly  with  six  arrests. 

Of  the  total  of  12,000  workers  who  swarmed 
here  2,400  have  been  hired,  mostly  by  Cali¬ 
fornia  growers.  About  4,000  have  given  up 
hope  and  scattered  out  of  Hermosillo.  Some 
6,000  are  left,  camping  in  Francisco  Madero 
Park. 

#  '  “ 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  April  24,  1951] 
Hiring  Brings  Grief  to  Mexican  Cities — ■ 
Three  Principal  Towns  Facing  Disruption 
as  Seekers  of  United  States  Jobs  Pour  in — 
Disturbance  Is  Reported- — 6,000  Are  Said 
To  Demonstrate  at  Monterrey — Official 
in  Farm  Post  Plan  Replaced 
(By  Gladwin  Hill) 

Hermosillo,  Mexico,  April  23. — This 
spring’s  recruiting  of  Mexican  workers  for 
farm  labor  in  the  western  United  States  is 
assuming  the  proportion  of  a  major  govern¬ 
mental  headache  for  Mexico. 

Three  of  the  principal  cities  of  northern 
Mexico  designated  in  the  current  United 
States-Mexico  labor  agreement  as  recruiting 
centers  have  found  themselves  faced  with 
disruptions  and  complications  of  the  sort 
that  would  attend  the  protracted  encamp¬ 
ment  of  2,000,000  unemployed  in  Central 
Park  in  New  York. 

This  already  has  happened  in  Hermosillo, 
capital  of  the  State  of  Sonora,  180  miles 
south  of  the  Arizona  border  and  the  first  re¬ 
cruiting  center  to  start  operation. 


A  swarm  of  some  12,000  jobseekers,  equiv¬ 
alent  to  20  percent  of  its  normal  population, 
has  descended,  ragged  and  hungry,  on  its 
Francisco  Madero  Park  to  await  for  weeks  on 
end  a  chance  at  being  hired  by  some  western 
fruit,  vegetable  or  cotton  rancher  certified 
by  the  United  States  Employment  Service  as 
unable  to  obtain  domestic  citizen  labor. 

Reports  from  Monterrey,  the  capital  of  the 
State  of  Nuevo  Leon,  to  the  east,  where  re¬ 
cruiting  has  not  yet  opened,  indicate  a  similar 
mass  descent  there.  A  Monterrey  dispatch 
yesterday  said  that  some  6,000  aspirant  work¬ 
ers  for  the  United  States  had  staged  a  demon¬ 
stration  against  the  Government. 

Similar  masses  of  laborers  are  reported 
streaming  into  Chihuahua,  the  third  desig¬ 
nated  center.  United  States  officials  here 
said  there  was  no  indication  when  recruiting 
would  be  started  in  those  centers.  Recruit¬ 
ing  under  the  present  agreement  must  be 
completed  by  June  30.  It  started  here 
April  2. 

Although  the  congregating  here  has  been 
marked  by  repeated  minor  riots  and  some 
bloodshed,  United  States  observers  have  mar¬ 
veled  at  the  workers’  patience  in  comparison 
with  the  violence  that  undoubtedly  would 
have  punctuated  a  similar  situation  north  of 
the  border. 

Some  laborers  have  been  camping  out  In 
the  park  under  the  crudest  conditions  for  as 
long  as  10  weeks.  They  have  been  lined  up 
in  the  sun  by  supervising  Mexican  soldiery 
day  after  day,  only  to  have  as  few  as  50  of 
their  number  chosen  by  United  States  grow¬ 
ers.  Out  of  a  throng  that  has  totaled  as 
many  as  12,000,  only  2,400  have  obtained  work 
contracts. 

OFFICIAL  IS  REPLACED 

Resentment  at  haphazard  or  dishonest 
management  of  the  selection  process  forced 
the  Government  to  recall  a  representative  of 
the  Secretaria  de  Gobernacion  (department 
of  the  interior)  in  charge  of  this  phase  of  the 
process,  and  replace  him  with  another  under 
Whom  things  have  been  going  more  smoothly. 

This  last  week-end  the  throng  of  workers, 
now  down  to  some  6,000,  was  divided  at  ran¬ 
dom  into  groups  of  50.  These  groups  are 
called  up  one  at  a  time  for  inspection  and 
selection  by  the  contractors. 

They  file  through  a  small  doorway  of  the 
Casa  del  Pueblo  (community  center)  where 
an  American  growers  representative  shakes 
hands  with  each  one  and  sometimes  pats  a 
worker  on  the  shoulder,  in  ostensible  cordial¬ 
ity.  Both  gestures  are  calculated  to  ascer¬ 
tain  their  strength  and  fitness  as  farmhands. 

Simultaneously,  the  agent  sizes  them  up  at 
a  glance,  summarily  rejecting  the  men  who 
appear  too  young  or  too  old,  too  urban  or  too 
paunchy  for  stoop  labor,  alcoholics  and  other 
unpromising  candidates. 

The  chosen  ones  go  through  an  assembly 
line  where  they  are  photographed,  finger¬ 
printed,  vaccinated,  registered  by  United 
States  Immigration  Service  officers,  and  given 
physical  examinations  by  United  States  Pub¬ 
lic  Health  Service  officers.  Finally  they  are 
given  long  contracts  to  sign. 

Until  they  walk  out  with  their  contracts, 
they  have  no  way  of  knowing,  except  by  hear¬ 
say,  who  they  are  going  to  work  for,  where, 
or  at  what  wage.  Minimum  wages,  housing, 
feeding,  transportation  and  other  basic  terms 
of  the  employment  are  covered  in  the  inter¬ 
national  agreement. 

The  pay  scale  of  contracts  the  last  few 
days  has  been  around  85  cents  an  hour  minus 
$1.75  a  day  board.  This  hourly  rate  is  ap¬ 
proximately  twice  the  daily  legal  minimum 
wage  for  farm  work  in  some  parts  of  Mexico. 
The  contracts  are  for  6  months,  renewable 
for  a  second  6  months. 

When  about  50  have  received  contracts, 
they  are  loaded  into  a  chartered  bus  for 
transportation  directly  to  their  place  of  em¬ 
ployment.  Laborers  have  been  signed  re¬ 
cently  for  lettuce  work  in  California’s  Sali¬ 
nas  Valley,  a  30-hour  bus  trip. 
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Despite  their  long  encampment  here,  many 
of  the  waiting  workers  do  not  understand 
the  contracting  mechanics,  and  roam  the 
streets  soliciting  jobs  from  anyone  who  looks 
like  a  "Norte  Americano,”  assuming  he  is  a 
United  States  grower  here  for  help  who  can 
hire  them  casually. 

In  much  the  same  way  that  the  mass  of 
unemployed  migrant  domestic  labor  in  Cali¬ 
fornia’s  San  Joaquin  Valley  early  last  year 
posed  stringent  local  problems,  this  large 
influx  of  unemployed  from  all  parts  of  Mex¬ 
ico  has  embarrassed  Sonora  officials.  They 
regard  it  as  a  Federal  problem,  the  brunt 
of  which  they  have  had  to  bear  locally. 
Nevertheless,  they  have  dealt  with  it  with 
remarkable  facility. 

In  a  pointed  effort  to  disassociate  State  re¬ 
lief  activities  from  the  federally  sponsored 
contracting  process,  emergency  soup  kitchens 
and  medical  dispensaries  set  up  at  Fran¬ 
cisco  Madero  Park  to  meet  the  initial  dis¬ 
tress  were  transferred,  under  the  direction 
of  Jose  Mendivil,  chief  of  the  State  labor 
department,  to  a  large  school  center  a  mile 
and  a  half  away. 

FREE  MEAIS  PROVIDED 

Here  any  of  the  unemployed  may  obtain 
one  meal  a  day  without  red  tape.  At  the 
peak  of  the  distress,  before  any  contracting 
started,  a  staff  of  30  was  putting  out  4,000 
meals  a  day.  Now  it  is  down  to  1,000  meals 
a  day.  All  told,  Sefior  Mendivil  says,  the 
relief  center  has  served  some  140,000  meals. 

Pressure  on  the  relief  center  has  eased  as 
thousands  of  the  transients  have  dispersed — 
some  bent  on  joining  the  annual  stream  of 
a  million  or  more  border-jumpers — and  as 
local  private  welfare  has  taken  a  hand. 

The  Damas  de  la  Caridad  (ladies  of  char¬ 
ity),  a  private  philanthropic  organization, 
has  made  assistance  to  the  workers  its  major 
project,  and  merchants  and  individual  citi¬ 
zens  have  been  helping  out.  A  hotel  clerk 
told  this  correspondent  he  and  a  neighbor 
between  them  were  feeding  40  of  the 
campers. 

Many  of  the  job-seekers  are  unemployed 
urban  workers  from  as  far  away  as  Mexico 
City,  and  there  is  concern  in  organized  labor 
circles  that  what  Senor  Mendivil  termed 
"the  obsession  of  getting  a  job  that  pays  in 
dollars”  may  deplete  key  labor  resources,  as 
well  as  disrupt  local  working  conditions  in 
the  recruiting  centers. 

As  Roberto  Romero,  a  representative  from 
Hermoslllo  in  the  State  legislature  con¬ 
servatively  commented:  "There  is  certain 
to  be  much  parliamentary  discussion  of  this 
affair  in  the  coming  months.” 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  April  20,  1951] 
Mexico  Bars  Migrant  Rail  Travel  Toward 

North  as  Three  Cities  Ask  Aid — 30,000 

Seeking  Farm  Jobs  in  United  States  Pose 

Major  Problem — Hiring  Offices  Now 

Closed — Placement  Agents  Warned 
(By  William  P.  Carney) 

Mexico  City,  April  25. — State  and  munici¬ 
pal  authorities  in  three  northern  cities  of 
Mexico  have  appealed  to  their  federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  here  to  help  them  cope  with  the 
problem  of  caring  for  30,000  migrant  farm 
laborers  who  want  to  work  in  the  United 
States. 

These  migrants  from  many  distant  agri¬ 
cultural  regions  swarmed  too  soon  into  Mon¬ 
terrey,  Chihuahua,  and  Hermosillo. 

The  international  labor-contracting  cen¬ 
ters  in  those  places,  with  the  exception  of 
Hermosillo,  have  not  yet  been  opened. 

The  Interior  Ministry  here  has  ordered  all 
stations  of  the  national  railway  system  to 
refuse  to  sell  tickets  to  migrant  workers 
wishing  to  travel  northward  toward  the 
United  States  border.  Orders  also  were  is¬ 
sued  for  the  arrest  and  punishment  of  native 
placement  agents  who  are  suspected  of  col¬ 


lecting  commissions  in  advance  from  both 
the  United  States  employers  and  the  Mexican 
laborers  before  working  contracts  are  signed. 

ONLY  2,400  EMPLOYED 

After  only  2,400  harvest  hands  were  en¬ 
gaged  by  southern  California  and  Arizona 
farmers,  the  office  in  Hermosillo  was  closed 
until  additional  contracting  may  be  author¬ 
ized.  This  left  10,000  disappointed  appli¬ 
cants  who  prefer  waiting  hopefully  in  Hermo¬ 
sillo  to  returning  home  jobless. 

Another  12,000  migrants  have  converged  on 
Monterrey  and  8,000  are  in  Chihuahua. 

With  officials  in  all  three  cities  reporting 
inadequate  facilities  for  feeding  and  hous¬ 
ing,  a  steadily  increasing  number  of  those 
are  camped  in  public  parks  and  outlying 
streets  without  funds  to  maintain  themselves 
while  awaiting  the  start  of  employment  con¬ 
tracting. 

The  native  placement  agents  are  held  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  premature  dumping  of  a 
surplus  supply  of  farm  labor  in  the  northern 
cities,  forcing  local  authorities  and  chari¬ 
table  organizations  there  to  care  for  them 
until  some  obtain  contracts  and  the  rest  are 
provided  with  transportation  home. 

CERTIFICATION  OF  NEED  AWAITED 

Foreign  Ministry  officials,  working  closely 
with  the  United  States  Embassy  here,  said 
that  hiring  cannot  begin  in  Monterrey  and 
Chihuahua  or  be  resumed  in  Hermosillo  until 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  cer¬ 
tifies  that  domestic  laborers  are  unavailable 
in  specified  numbers  for  the  harvesting  of 
the  fruit,  vegetable,  or  cotton  crops  of  the 
employers  in  the  western  United  States.  An 
Embassy  spokesman  said  most  of  their  em¬ 
ployers  or  their  representatives  are  not  ex¬ 
pected  to  begin  arriving  in  the  three  desig¬ 
nated  contracting  centers  before  May  1. 

It  was  pointed  out  that  President  Tru¬ 
man’s  Special  Commission  on  Migrant  Labor 
recently  reported  that  sufficient  domestic  ag¬ 
ricultural  labor  might  be  obtainable  even  in 
the  southwestern  area  of  the  United  States 
that  heretofore  has  depended  heavily  on  the 
abundant  and  easily  procured  supply  of  Mex¬ 
ican  migrants — including  both  legal  and 
illegal  border  crossers. 

The  Mexican  Interior  and  Foreign  Minis¬ 
tries,  however,  still  assume  that  their  cooper¬ 
ation  is  expected  for  delivery  of  all  surplus 
labor  their  country  can  spare.  They  have 
not  yet  been  notified  of  any  reduction  in 
earlier  estimates  of  labor  needs  made  at  a 
conference  here  in  January  of  Mexican  and 
United  States  Government  officials.  At  that 
time  hiring  procedures  and  contract  terms 
were  discussed  for  as  many  as  300,000  Mexi¬ 
cans  believed  needed  for  this  year’s  increased 
production  of  cotton  and  other  crops  in  the 
United  States. 

The  United  States  Embassy  has  indicated 
that  although  ravesting  of  most  cotton  crops 
will  not  begin  until  August,  work  in  the  sugar 
beet  fields  will  start  about  a  month  from 
now.  Texas  farmers  and  ranchers  were  said 
to  be  later  than  usual  in  computing  the 
number  of  Mexican  workers  they  will  require 
because  a  disastrous  freebe  in  February  de¬ 
stroyed  much  of  the  citrus  fruit  and  veg¬ 


etable  prospects  for  this  spring  in  the  lower 
Rio  Grande  Valley. 

The  reason  why  many  unemployed  Mexi¬ 
can  laborers  are  available  for  work  in  the 
United  States  is  receiving  serious  study  by 
both  Government  and  unofficial  economists 
as  well  as  by  writers  on  general  subjects  in 
the  press  here.  The  fact  that  much  higher 
wages  are  paid  in  the  United  States  Is  not 
accepted  as  a  full  explanation,  although  it  is 
conceded  that  the  difference  between  the  6 
to  8  cents  an  hour  paid  in  Mexico  and  from 
40  to  90  cents  an  hour  that  can  be  earned  on 
the  other  side  of  the  border,  lures  even  many 
small  farmers  away  from  land  they  have 
owned  since  Mexico’s  expropriation  laws 
broke  up  the  large  haciendas. 

But  many  holders  of  small  land  grants 
have  joined  in  communal  groups — that  often 
have  family  connections — to  make  their  crop 
production  more  profitable.  These  groups 
provide  the  housing,  food,  and  medical  at¬ 
tention  that  make  the  better  pay  in  the 
United  States  less  tempting  to  their  hired 
help. 

INCREASE  IN  COTTON  ACREAGE 

President  Miguel  Aleman  has  kept  pace 
to  date  with  the  great  program  for  irrigation 
and  agricultural  development  he  fixed  for 
his  6-year  term  of  office  that  expires  in  1952. 
An  over-all  increase  of  10  percent  in  the  cot¬ 
ton  acreage  planted  with  the  Government’s 
financial  assistance  is  expected  to  produce  a 
record  crop  of  at  least  1,200,000  bales  this 
year.  This  means  steady  agricultural  expan¬ 
sion  that  eventually  will  give  more  employ¬ 
ment  and  better  living  standards  to  native 
labor. 

Nevertheless,  the  current  issue  of  La  Na- 
cion,  a  weekly  publication  of  the  National 
Action  Party,  the  only  important  political 
opposition  that  the  Government  Party  of 
the  Revolutionary  Institutions  has,  accuses 
the  administration  of  denying  to  the  local 
press  complete  information  about  “a  dismal 
exodus  of  Mexican  farm  workers  who  accept 
humiliations  to  work  outside  their  country 
because  the  living  standard  and  working  con¬ 
ditions  here  are  Intolerable  and  cry  for 
reform.” 

This  paper  says  that  Mexicans  must  seek 
the  truth  in  a  United  States  newspaper  and 
reprints  excerpts  from  the  series  of  articles 
by  Gladwin  Hill  about  Mexican  migrant 
labor  that  appeared  recently  in  the  New 
York  Times. 

United  States  Department  of  Lae  or. 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  30,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez  :  In  response  to  your 
recent  request,  enclosed  is  a  tabulation  of 
the  employment  of  foreign  workers  by  States 
for  the  years  1948,  1949,  and  1950.  As  re¬ 
quested,  this  tabulation  indicates  the  na¬ 
tionality  of  the  foreign  workers. 

We  trust  this  is  the  information  desired. 
Sincerely  yours, 

Robert  C.  Goodwin, 

Director, 


Employment  of  foreign  workers  by  State,  1948,  1949 ,  1950 


State 

Mexican 

British  West  Indies 

Canadians 

1948 

1949 

1950 

1948 

1949 

1950 

1948 

1949 

1950 

Arizona. . 

3,5.56 

2,088 

20,789 

6,323 
17, 570 
9,128 
124 

1,822 

9,540 

9,055 

812 

Arkansas _ _ _ _ 

California _ _ _ 

Colorado.. . . . 

Connecticut . . . . . 

1,944 

1,  416 
35 
3, 854 

276 

2 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ 

1,283 

4,043 

Idaho  _ 

802 

340 

387 

Illinois . . . . . . 

656 

62 

50 

455 

631 

60 

ISO 

Indiana _ _ 

Iowa . . . 
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Employment  of  foreign  toorkers  by  State,  1948,  1949,  1950 — Continued 


State 

Mexican 

British  West  Indies 

Canadians 

1948 

1949 

1950 

1948 

1949 

1950 

1948 

1949 

1950 

30 

74 

903 

Kentucky _ _ 

87 

1,  342 

478 

434 

116 

5,  515 

6,534 

7,995 

78 

22 

308 

2, 176 

78 

27 

1 

955 

573 

5,065 

1,  869 
483 

4 

213 

1, 302 

255 

964 

1 

202 

1,994 
'  3, 149 
627 

1,844 

954 

516 

60 

6 

10 

287 

6 

281 

12 

200 

54 

287 
12,  978 

319 

18,  937 

368 

619 

98 

500 

70 

71 

175 

191 

51,612 

30,  270 

Utah  .  _ 

1, 162 

100 

109 

107 

199 

1,  394 
-  151 

1,085 

1,857 

1, 154 

641 

Total  1  . . 

40,  028 
35,  345 

111,  084 

3 19,  625 

70,  062 
67,  421 

8,349 

2,421 

10,  784 
1,  715 

8,317 

4,425 

5,  671 
INA 

6,836 
<  6,  600 

8, 605 
1  S,  607 

1  These  totals  do  not  include  all  of  the  workers  who  were  held  under  contract  the  previous  year. 

2  Many  of  these  foreign  workers  were  transferred  from  one  employer  to  another,  either  within  a  State  or  between 
States,-  so  that  they  worked  at  several  different  jobs. 

3  In  addition  87,220  wetbacks  were  legalized  under  terms  of  1949  executive  agreement  between  United  States  and 
Mexico. 

1  Includes  workers  brought  in  for  New  England  and  New  York  pulp  and  lumber  operations. 


[From  the  New  York  Times  of  March  27, 
1951] 

Celler  To  Propose  House  Inquiry  on  Illegal 
Migration  of  Mexicans 

Representative  Emanuel  Celler,  Democrat 
of  New  York,  announced  yesterday  that  he 
would  move  for  an  investigation  of  illicit 
labor  migrations  across  the  Mexican  border. 
He  said  he  would  propose  an  immediate  in¬ 
quiry  by  the  Judiciary  Committee  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  into  the  situation 
disclosed  by  Gladwin  Hill  in  the  New  York 
Times.  The  committee,  of  which  Mr.  Celler 
is  chairman,  has  jurisdiction  over  immigra¬ 
tion. 

The  Representative  from  Brooklyn  acknowl¬ 
edged  that  “for  the  longest  time”  he  and 
his  associates  had  known  that  migrant  Mexi¬ 
can  laborers,  or  wetbacks,  crossed  the  Rio 
Grande  or  the  border.  He  expressed  aston- 
i  hment,  however,  at  the  extent  of  the  prac¬ 
tice,  estimated  at  1,000,000  illegal  entries  a 
year,  as  disclosed  by  Mr.  Hill. 

Mr.  Celler  said  he  was  confident  his  fellow 
c  immittee  members  would  want  to  investi¬ 
gate  and  the  inquiry  could  begin  without 
delay.  He  will  propose  the  inquiry  when 
he  returns  to  Washington  Monday. 

LINES  UP  WITNESSES 

Mr.  Hill’s  articles,  which  will  continue 
through  Thursday,  may  provide  sufficient 
background  on  the  wetbacks,  Mr.  Celler 
said,  so  that  officials  concerned  may  be  called 
immediately  as  witnesses.  Mr.  Celler  said 
the  witnesses  would  include  Mr.  Hill,  the 
Governors  of  Texas,  New  Mexico,  Arizona, 
and  California,  public  health  officers,  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  State  Department  and  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  trade  groups  in  cities  along 
the  border. 

“The  revelations  by  Mr.  Gladwin.  Hill  be¬ 
token  hard  work  and  research,  and  he  and 
the  New  York  Times  are  to  be  highly  com¬ 
plimented  for  showing  up  the  evil  of  this 
exploitation  of  people,”  Mr.  Celler  said. 
He  continued: 

“It  may  be  that  the  immigration  service 
needs  many  more  agents  at  the  border  to 
stop  this  traffic.  I  would  imagine  that  the 
States  involved  would  show  vital  interest. 


and  endeavor  to  curb  this  trek  backward  and 
forward  against  the  border. 

“In  any  investigation  that  I  will  inaugu¬ 
rate  I  will  ask  the  governors  of  the  States 
concerned  to  show  some  semblance  of  inter¬ 
est,  but,  in  any  event,  these  entrenched 
ranchers,  cattle  and  cotton  interests  in 
those  States  must  be  made  to  realize  that 
there  is  more  to  the  economy  of  the  Nation 
than  their  own  pocketbooks. 

“The  cattle  interests  and  the  cotton  inter¬ 
ests  apparently  are  the  offenders,  and  they 
should  be  brought  to  book.  There  is  appar¬ 
ently  widespread  violation  of  many  laws — 
immigration  laws,  labor  laws,  and  civil 
rights. 

“Payment  of  15  cents  an  hour  is  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  Minimum  Wage  Act.  Conniving 
to  bring  “wetbacks”  across  the  border  is  a 
violation  of  the  immigration  laws.  Forcing 
these  unfortunate  aliens  to  live  in  feudal 
slavery  is  a  violation  of  our  civil-rights  stat¬ 
utes,  aside  from  the  fact  that  it  violates  every 
sense  of  decency  and  honor. 

“The  same  cattle  group  do  all  and  sundry 
to  keep  out  Mexican  cattle  because  of  the 
danger  of  contagion  to  American  cattle 
through  hoof-and-mouth  disease,  but  they 
are  willing  to  allow  Mexican  humans  to  come 
in  without  examination  as  to  health  and 
morals.  What  of  the  contagion  of  trachoma, 
leprosy,  and  smallpox?” 

[From  the  New  York  Times  of  April  29,  1951] 
Fading  Manpower  Worries  Farmers — They 

Try  To  Offset  the  Exodus  to  Defense 

Jobs,  but  Expect  Peak  in  Crisis  by  Mid- 

1952 

(By  William  M.  Blair) 

Decatur,  III.,  April  28. — American  farmers, 
who  are  being  called  upon  to  produce  more 
abundantly  to  feed  and  clothe  the  country 
during  defense  mobilization,  are  freely  ex¬ 
pressing  fears  that  a  manpower  crisis  is 
shaping  up  that  may  seriously  affect  their 
output. 

Some  farm  spokesmen  and  agricultural 
leaders,  along  with  Washington  officials,  say 
that  the  rural  producers  are  threatened  with 
a  labor  shortage  far  more  acute  than  dur¬ 


ing  even  the  critical  years  of  World  War  II. 
There  are,  however,  conflicting  opinions  as 
to  when  it  will  strike  hardest.  But  the  con¬ 
sensus  now  is  that  by  the  summer  of  1952 
farmers  and  consumers  will  have  cause  to 
worry. 

In  some  areas  farmers  already  are  much 
worried.  There  are  increasing  reports  of  cut¬ 
backs  planned  in  cultivated  areas,  reductions 
of  dairy  herds,  and  a  slow-down  of  other  key 
farm  operations.  In  the  main,  these  reports 
come  from  sections  nearest  to  industrial  cen¬ 
ters  where  agricultural  workers  are  being 
siphoned  off  into  plants  geared  to  defense 
production. 

GOOD  PAY  IN  INDUSTRY  A  FACTOR 

The  big  lures  are  high  wages  and  a  40-hour 
week.  Substantial  offers  from  agriculture, 
much  above  last  year’s  farm  wages,  have 
failed  to  stem  the  exodus  from  rural  jobs. 

The  armed  services  draft  has  hit  hard  at 
the  farm-labor  supply,  but  not  so  hard  as  at 
industry.  Throughout  the  Midwest — a  major 
source  of  the  raw  materials  for  food — selec¬ 
tive-service  boards  are  credited  with  doing  a 
good  job,  but  farmers  believe  a  clearer  de¬ 
lineation  of  draft  regulations  for  key  farm 
labor  is  needed. 

Farm  spokesmen  hold  that  agriculture  gets 
too  little  consideration  in  manpower  discus¬ 
sions  despite  many  Washington  conferences 
on  the  subject,  and  pending  legislative  meas¬ 
ures  for  the  importation  of  foreign  laborers 
to  assist  in  the  harvesting  and  processing  of 
this  year’s  crops. 

The  United  States  Employment  Service  re¬ 
ports  it  is  stepping  up  its  efforts  to  obtain 
needed  labor  in  local  areas  and  to  shift 
available  labor  from  surplus  to  tight  sec¬ 
tions.  The  agency  also  hopes  to  abate  labor 
pirates  and  competition. 

A  United  States  Farm  Labor  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  has  recommended  close  cooperation 
among  State  and  local  farm  groups,  the  Se¬ 
lective  Service,  and  agricultural  agencies  so 
that  the  farm  labor  and  skilled  workers  for 
the  processing  services  may  be  maintained 
at  an  effective  production  level.  A  better 
distribution  of  available  labor  also  will  be 
sought. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor,  Maurice  J.  Tobin, 
has  assured  agriculture  that  farm  labor 
would  get  a  preferential  rating  along  with 
industrial  or  defense  industries, 

A  tour  of  the  Midwest,  however,  discloses 
that  farmers  are  not  so  sure  they  will  get 
preferential  treatment  despite  official  Wash¬ 
ington’s  word  and  the  efforts  of  farm 
organizations. 

If  the  labor  shortages  becomes  acute,  they 
say  that  besides  a  cut  in  production  and  a 
shift  in  crop  production  longer  working 
hours  will  be  required.  Some  farmers,  too, 
may  come  out  of  retirement  to  help,  and 
more  and  more  farmers  will  pool  their  efforts, 
an  arrangement  that  is  working  well  in  some 
areas. 

Increased  nonfarm  employment  opportu¬ 
nities  have  absorbed  large  numbers  of  work¬ 
ers  normally  available  for  seasonal  agricul¬ 
tural  workers.  Farm  output  per  man-hom; 
increased  almost  50  percent  above  the  1935- 
39  average,  but  this  has  been  brought  about 
chiefly  through  increased  use  of  farm 
machinery. 

The  Department  of  Agriculture  is  seeking 
a  total  farm  output  45  percent  above  pre- 
World  War  II  levels.  Such  a  harvest  would 
be  the  greatest  in  United  States  history. 
even  machines  are  not  all 

Charles  B.  Shuman,  president  of  the  Illi¬ 
nois  Agricultural  Association,  largest  State 
unit  of  the  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  holds,  however  that  “farm  mechani¬ 
zation  has  greatly  increased  our  ability  to 
produce  food,  but  these  wonderful  machines 
will  not  run  by  themselves.” 

Eventually,  he  believes,  the  public  will 
start  to  feel  the  pinch  of  a  reduced  food 
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output  if  the  movement  of  workers  away 
from  the  farms  is  not  corrected. 

Midwest  farmers,  especially  the  corn-hog- 
cattle  and  wheat-cattle  farmers  foresee  a 
great  increase  in  the  number  of  women 
donning  overalls  again  to  help  raise  agri¬ 
cultural  productivity. 

Although  bills  for  the  greater  importation 
of  foreign  labor  are  before  Congress,  there 
are  strong  barriers  to  alien  labor  in  vast 
areas  of  the  Midwest.  Among  the  highly 
commercial  grain  farmers,  for  instance,  the 
feeling  is  that  they  would  be  hard  to  con¬ 
trol  and  would  cheapen  labor  generally. 

Another  acute  point  is  use  of  what  they 
believe  is  basically  hand  labor  on  compli¬ 
cated  farm  machinery.  Kirk  Fox,  editor  of 
Successful  Farming  here,  summed  it  up  this 
way: 

“There  is  a  limit  to  the  number  of  crop 
acres  a  skilled  workman  can  care  for  in  the 
brief  periods  suitable  for  planting  and  har¬ 
vest.  Untrained  workers  and  workers  from 
other  countries  cannot  operate  four-row 
corn  planters  or  combine  harvesters,  corn 
pickers  or  modern  forage  machinery.” 

Midwestern  farmers  are  critical  of  the 
House  and  Senate  Agricultural  Committees 
for  spending  so  much  time  on  measures  to 
facilitate  the  importation  of  foreign  labor. 
A  better  policy,  they  hold,  would  be  a  more 
equitable  distribution  of  domestic  migrant 
labor,  and  a  better  utilization  of  all  citi¬ 
zens  willing  to  take  farm  work  as  a  con¬ 
tribution  to  the  defense  effort. 

HOME  RULE  FOR  DISTRICT  OF  COLUM¬ 
BIA— DISCHARGE  OF  COMMITTEE  ON 

THE  DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  FROM 

FURTHER  CONSIDERATION  OF  S.  656 

Mr.  NEELY.  Mr.  President,  I  read 
further  from  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Gallo¬ 
way: 

Under  the  present  form  of  local  govern¬ 
ment,  it  is  further  asserted,  the  people  of 
Washington  have  no  control  over  the  acts 
of  their  city  officials.  If  school  facilities  are 
inadequate,  if  the  crime  rate  is  high,  if  mu¬ 
nicipal  services  are  unsatisfactory  in  any 
respect,  the  local  people  can  neither  disci¬ 
pline  nor  dismiss  the  responsible  officials. 

Moreover,  it  is  pointed  out,  as  has  already 
been  observed,  that  the  lack  of  home  rule 
tends  to  dull  the  edge  of  democracy;  that  it 
weakens  the  citizen’s  sense  of  civic  responsi¬ 
bility;  that  their  political  faculties  tend  to 
atrophy  through  sheer  lack  of  expression. 

On  this  point,  I  would  like  to  digress  a 
moment,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  express  a  per¬ 
sonal  opinion.  You  yourself  repeatedly  re¬ 
ferred  during  the  clinic  last  week  to  the 
alleged  apathy  of  the  Washington  community 
on  this  issue. 

With  all  due  deference  to  you,  sir,  I  beg 
to  submit  that  a  review  of  the  home-rule 
movement  here  in  the  last  4  years  reveals 
widespread  and  sustained  interest  and  effort 
in  this  cause.  There  are  scores  of  civic  and 
social  groups  in  this  community  which  have 
discussed  and  debated  this  question,  passed 
resolutions  on  it,  and  sent  their  spokesmen 
to  testify  at  congressional  hearings.  During 
the  Eightieth  Congress,  for  example,  178  wit¬ 
nesses  appeared  before  the  District  Commit¬ 
tees  of  the  two  Houses,  and  94  percent  of 
them  approved  of  the  home-rule  legislation 
In  principle.  They  represented  almost  every 
organization  in  the  city.  I  submit  that  the 
record  shows  that  the  people  of  Washington, 
far  from  being  apathetic,  have  worked  vigor¬ 
ously  and  energetically  for  local  self-govern¬ 
ment. 

The  Chairman.  I  think  that  is  true.  I 
cannot  be  unmindful  of  the  fact  that  re¬ 
cently  we  have  read  accounts  of  a  few  Ameri¬ 
can  tybops  withstanding  more  than  10  times 
as  many  Chinese  Communist  soldiers. 

You  have  one  or  two  powerful  organiza¬ 
tions  here  that  are  not  so  numerous,  but  have 


great  influence.  The  Board  of  Trade,  with 
the  great  wealth  that  is  represented  in  that 
body,  man  for  man  or  woman  for  woman,  has 
a  great  deal  more  power  than  the  ordinary 
citizen.  I  hope  you  do  not  underestimate 
their  strength. 

Mr.  President,  may  we  have  order? 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senate 
will  be  in  order. 

Mr.  NEELY.  I  hope  my  friends  on  the 
other  side  of  the  aisle  will  not  forget 
that  the  truth  will  make  them  free. 

I  read  further: 

Mr.  Galloway.  Oh,  no,  Mr.  Chairman:  I 
am  well  aware  of  the  opposition  to  this  leg¬ 
islation,  which  stems  in  large  part  from  the 
Washington  Board  of  Trade.  The  Wash¬ 
ington  Board  of  Trade  is  a  coalition  of  the 
business  and  financial  interests  in  this  com¬ 
munity  which  has  controlled  the  town  for 
many  decades;  they  are  naturally  reluctant 
to  see  a  redistribution  of  political  power  in 
this  community  which  this  bill  would  ef¬ 
fect,  which  vould  transfer  the  control  of 
the  public  affairs  of  tne  community  from  a 
benevolent  oligarchy  in  the  top  directorate 
of  the  Washington  Board  of  Trade,  to  the 
duly  elected  representatives  of  the  people  in 
the  District  Council. 

At  this  point  the  reporter  has  insert¬ 
ed  the  word  “applause.”  His  statement 
was  made  before  a  crowd  in  our  com¬ 
mittee  room  in  the  Capitol. 

Dr.  Galloway  continued: 

The  Board  of  Trade  has  employed  all  the 
techniques  of  a  social  lobby  to  defeat  this 
legislation.  They  have  given  fancy  dinner 
parties  in  Washington  hotels,  and  clambakes 
in  season  down  on  Chesapeake  Bay,  and 
other  parties,  all  well  lubricated  with  Mr. 
Kronheim’s  fine  liquors.  [Laughter.] 

I  suggest  to  you,  sir,  that  the  influence 
peddlers  at  the  RFC  could  pick  up  a  few 
pointers  from  the  tradesmen  at  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Board  of  Trade. 

Returning,  nowever,  to  my  impartial 
analysis  of  the  arguments,  the  advocates  of 
home  rule  further  argue  that  if  Washington 
had  home  rule,  the  administrative  structure 
of  its  local  government  would  long  ago  have 
been  modernized.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  how¬ 
ever,  it  has  just  “growed”  like  Topsy,  since 
1878. 

I  should  comment  on  Topsy.  It  is  per¬ 
haps  50  years  since  I  read  that  fine  story 
by  Harriet  Beecher  Stowe.  Topsy,  at 
least,  had  the  benefit  of  a  gunny  sack. 
As  far  as  civic  rights  are  concerned,  the 
people  of  Washington  are  stark  naked. 
They  have  not  even  a  gunny  sack  to  cover 
them  on  political  matters. 

New  agencies  have  been  created  from  time 
to  time,  in  piecemeal  responses  to  local  needs, 
until  today  the  administrative  structure  of 
the  District  government  is  a  tangled  jungle 
of  uncoordinated,  duplicating,  and  overlap¬ 
ping  agencies. 

I  have  here  a  chart  which  illustrates  the 
present  organization  of  the  District  govern¬ 
ment.  This  chart  was  made  part  of  your 
records  2  years  ago.  Your  committee  pos¬ 
sesses  a  very  large  edition  of  this  chart, 
which  has  been  mounted,  and  which  was  dis¬ 
played  on  the  Senate  floor  during  the  debate 
on  the  bill  on  the  31st  of  May  1949. 

It  shows  what  a  tangled  jungle,  as  I  say, 
the  District  government  as  at  present  or¬ 
ganized  is,  and  how  many  overlapping  lines 
of  control  there  are. 

The  opponents  of  home  rule  for  Washing¬ 
ton  also  allege  that  under  such  a  system  the 
Federal  Interests  in  the  National  Capital  City 
would  not  be  adequately  safeguarded. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  advocates  assert 
that  under  this  bill  the  Federal  interests 
would  be  fully  safeguarded  in  four  ways: 


First,  through  the  constant  oversight  of  Dls. 
trict  affairs  that  would  be  maintained  by  the 
District  Committees  of  the  two  Houses; 
second,  through  the  power  of  Congress  to 
disapprove  District  legislation;  third,  through 
the  constitutional  power  of  the  President  to 
veto  District  bills.  Finally,  through  the  un¬ 
doubted  power  of  the  Congress  to  amend  or 
annul  the  home-rule  charter  at  any  time. 

It  is  also  pointed  out  that  this  legislation 
provides  that  it  would  become  effective  only 
after  it  had  been  approved  by  a  majority  of 
the  qualified  voters  in  a  popular  referendum. 

This  provision  is  regarded  as  advantageous 
by  the  advocates  of  home  rule  as  a  means  of 
giving  the  people  a  voice  in  the  adoption  of 
this  change,  and  as  a  mean  of  providing 
that,  if  they  did  adopt  it,  it  could  never 
thereafter  be  asserted  that  an  unpopular 
form  of  government  had  been  foisted  unon 
the  people  of  this  community  against  their 
Will. 

Another  provision  of  the  bill  which  I 
ought  to  mention,  which  commends  itself 
to  the  advocates,  is  that  which  provides  that 
the  voting  rights  of  District  residents  who 
maintain  legal  domiciles  in  their  native 
States  would  not  be  jeopardized  by  their  rar- 
ticipation  in  local  District  elections.  This 
is  a  rather  unique  provision  of  the  bill.  It 
was  inspired  by  a  similar  provision  in  the 
election  laws  of  the  neighboring  State  of 
Maryland.  The  main  purpose  of  this  provi¬ 
sion  is  to  maximize  the  size  and  improve  the 
ouality  of  the  District  electorate.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  perhaps  100,000  persons,  resi¬ 
dents  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  who  would 
be  qualified  to  vote  in  local  elections  main¬ 
tain  legal  domiciles  in  the  States  whence 
they  came. 

If  these  persons,  of  whom  I  am  speaking, 
resident  here  but  domiciled  elsewhere,  were 
disqualified  from  voting  in  local  District 
elections,  there  would  be  created  a  dual  class 
of  citizenship.  There  would  be  the  first- 
class  citizens,  who  reside  here,  and  who  will 
be  qualified  to  vote  for  District  councilmen 
and  for  the  Board  of  Education,  and  there 
would  be  the  so-called  second-class  citizens 
v/ho,  unable  to  vote  here,  would  look  to  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States  for  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  their  interests.  This  would  give 
rise  to  the  potential  possibility  of  conflict 
between  the  Council  and  the  Congress,  and 
might  embarrass  the  conduct  of  public  af¬ 
fairs  in  the  District. 

Another  provision  of  the  bill  which  com¬ 
mends  itself  to  its  advocates  is  the  proposed 
qualifications  for  voting.  These  are  the 
same  qualifications  for  voting  which  obtain 
throughout  the  United  States:  American 
citizenship,  at  least  a  year’s  residence  in  the 
District,  and  the  requirement  of  being  21 
years  of  age  or  over. 

Finally,  theh  bill  is  advocated  by  its  parti¬ 
sans  on  the  ground  that  it  provides  for  non¬ 
partisan  elections.  The  purpose  of  this  pro¬ 
vision  is  to  prevent  the  control  of  local  pub¬ 
lic  affairs  by  either  of  the  great  national  po¬ 
litical  organizations  and,  I  might  add,  that 
nonpartisan  elections  are  the  method  of 
elections  that  obtains  in  three-fourths  of 
all  the  city-manager  cities  of  the  United 
States. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it 
pertinent  to  point  out,  if  I  may  depart  finally 
from  my  neutral  role  as  a  member  of  the 
staff  of  the  Legislative  Reference  Service, 
that  the  Filipinos  have  gained  their  inde¬ 
pendence,  Puerto  Rico  is  practically  self- 
governing,  Alaska  and  Hawaii  are  on  the 
verge  of  statehood,  but  the  people  of  Wash¬ 
ington  are  still  governed  like  a  British  crown 
colony  of  the  eighteenth  century. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  insert  in  the  record  of  your  hearings  at 
the  conclusion  of  my  remarks  an  editorial 
entitled  “A  Plea  to  Congress,”  which  ap¬ 
peared  in  the  Washington  Post  for  November 
30  of  last  year. 

The  Chairman.  That  will  be  received. 
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Mr.  President,  this  editorial  is  so  perti¬ 
nent'  that  I  shall  read  it  to  the  Senate. 
I  hope  every  Senator  present  will  lend 
me  his  ears.  The  editorial  is  as  follows: 

[From  the  Washington  (D.  C.)  Post  of 
November  30,  1950] 

A  Plea  to  Congress 

For  a  full  decade,  the  Americans  who  live 
in  the  District  of  Columbia  have  petitioned 
Congress,  in  the  patient,  orderly,  democratic 
manner  .prescribed  by  the  Constitution,  to 
grant  them  the  elementary  human  right  of 
self-government.  A  careful  study  of  the 
home-rule  problem  was  made  in  the  Seventy- 
ninth  Congress.  A  carefully  drawn  bill  em¬ 
bodying  the  fruits  of  that  study  was  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  Eightieth  Congres  but  died  there 
without  ever  being  brought  to  a  vote.  A 
similar  measure  v/as  introduced  in  the 
Eighty-first  Congress  and  passed  by  the 
Senate:  but  the  House  of  Representatives  has 
never  had  a  chance  to  vote  upon  it.  With  all 
the  earnestness  at  our  command,  we  urge 
the  leadership  and  the  Members  of  the  House 
to  seize  this  chance  and  to  decide  the  issue 
now,  before  the  Eighty-first  Congress  passes 
into  history. 

Let  us  restate  very  briefly  the  arguments 
for  home  rule.  They  are  grounded  at  once  in 
considerations  of  expediency  and  in  consid¬ 
erations  of  principle.  First,  the  management 
of  District  affairs  by  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  is  wasteful  and  inefficient.  It 
is  as  imprudent  and  inappropriate  for  the 
Congress  to  function  as  a  municipal  council 
for  this  community  as  it  would  be  for  it  to 
attempt  to  frame  local  legislation  for  Balti¬ 
more,  Md.,  or  Seattle,  Wash.  Its  Members, 
no  matter  how  conscientious,  cannot  be 
genuinely  responsive  to  the  wishes  and  needs 
of  this  community  because  they  are  not  re- 
soonsible  to  the  community.  They  can  de¬ 
vote  time  to  the  problems  of  their  wards  in 
Washington  only  as  they  take  time  from  the 
problems  of  their  constituents  at  home.  Con¬ 
gress  was  created  to  serve  as  a  legislature  for 
the  Nation;  the  basic  idea  of  a  Federal  Union 
is  violated  by  its  management  of  purely  local 
affairs.  From  the  point  of  view  of  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  the  management  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  is  an  embarrassment 
which  ordinary  common  sense  should  impel 
them  to  shed. 

The  distinguished  junior  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Dirksen]  is  present.  He 
has  honored  me  by  listening  attentively 
to  what  I  have  read  from  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Post.  Its  language  sounds  to  me  like 
the  words  of  wisdom  which  I  heard  from 
the  lips  of  the  able  and  most  eloquent 
junior  Senator  from  Illinois  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  when  I  had  the  honor 
and  pleasure  of  serving  with  him  in  the 
Seventy-ninth  Congress.  It  was  my 
hope  that  he  would  be  assigned  to  the 
Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia 
of  the  Senate,  and  would  accept  such 
an  assignment.  I  communicated  that 
hope  to  him  soon  after  he  came  here. 
I  have  no  authority  to  speak  for  him,  but 
my  guess  is  that  if  he  were,  we  would 
not  now  be  debating  this  resolution,  the 
purpose  of  which  is  to  discharge  the 
Senate  District  Committee  from  further 
consideration  of  this  bill. 

I  repeat  for  emphasis: 

Congress  was  'created  to  serve  as  a  legis¬ 
lature.  for  the  Nation;  the  basic  idea  of 
a  Federal  Union  is  violated  by  its  manage¬ 
ment  of  purely  local  aflairs.  From  the 
point  of  view  of  the  Members  of  Congress, 
the  management  of  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  is,  an  embarrassment  which  ordinary 
compaon  sense  should  impel  them  to  shed. 

Second,  so  long  as  the  people  of  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  are  tied  to  the  apron 


strings  of  Congress,  they  will  not— indeed, 
they  cannot — deal  adequately  with  their 
own  problems.  Apathy  and  neglect  are  the 
inevitable  oflspring  of  irresponsibility.  The 
normal  corrective  to  maladministration — 
repudiation  at  the  polls — is  not  available 
to  Washingtonians.  As  a  result,  the  de¬ 
ficiencies  in  the  city’s  school  system,  in  its 
police  protection,  in  its  recreation  facilities, 
in  its  housing  go  uncorrected.  Dependency 
is  as  corrupting  to  a  community  as  to  an 
individual.  It  is  a  lamentable  truth  that 
the  people  of  Washington  now  lack  even  the 
spirit  to  rise  in  rebellion  against  a  colonial 
status  which  ought  to  seem  intolerable  to 
all  Americans. 

Third,  the  denial  of  self-government  to 
the  District  does  injury  to  the  good  name 
of  the  United  States  and  to  the  whole  struc¬ 
ture  of  American  society.  The  men  who 
planned  a  model  Capital  City  on  the  banks 
of  the  Potomac  had  no  thought  that  it  would 
be  an  enclave  ruled  like  Berlin  by  the  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  remote  occupying  States. 
They  took  for  granted  that  a  republican 
form  of  government  would  be  guaranteed 
here  as  elsewhere  within  the  Federal  Union. 
The  country  as  a  whole,  no  less  than  the 
District  of  Columbia  itself,  must  suffer  cor¬ 
ruption  from  a  continued  disregard  of  its 
own  basic  values.  The  one  argument  in 
favor  of  home  rule  that  should,  in  the  minds 
of  Americans  override  all  others  is  that 
continued  denial  of  the  right  of  govern¬ 
ment  by  the  consent  of  the  governed  is 
deeply  and  debasingly  un-American. 

The  opportunity  to  liberate  the  District 
of  Columbia  is  readily  at  hand.  The  home 
rule  bill  can  be  brought  to  the  floor  of  the 
House  by  a  discharge  petition  which  already 
has  nearly  the  requisite  number  of  signa¬ 
tures — if  only  a  handful  of  Representatives 
will  sign  it  at  once.  It  can  be  brought  to 
the  floor  if  the  District  Committee  which 
has  kept  it  pigeonholed  for  so  long  will  only 
submit  it  to  a  democratic  test.  To  let  this 
legislation  lapse  now  would  be  a  tragic 
waste.  It  -would  also  be,  we  think,  an  act  of 
despotic  arrogance.  We  ask  only  that  the 
people  of  Washington  be  given  the  funda¬ 
mental  rights  of  American  citizenship. 

Mr.  President,  in  my  opinion,  that  edi¬ 
torial  was  either  written,  or  inspired,  by 
Mr.  Philip  Graham,  the  distinguished 
publisher  of  the  Washington  Post.  In 
that  belief  I  shall  say  of  him  what  Eu¬ 
gene  Field  said  of  the  great  Mr.  Dana  of 
the  New  York  Sun  on  a  certain  famous 
occasion.  He  said: 

Here’s  to  you,  Mr.  Dana.  May  you  live  a 
thousand  years. 

Just  to  keep  things  happy,  in  this  vale  of 
human  tears. 

And  may  I  live  a  thousand  too — no,  a  thou¬ 
sand  less  a  day. 

For  I  should  not  want  to  be  on  earth  to 
hear  that  you  had  passed  away. 

The  people  of  Washington  owe  the 
Washington  Post,  and  the  author  of  that 
editorial,  a  generous  vote  of  thanks. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  now  to  turn  from 
the  professional  experts  in  civic  govern¬ 
ment  to  the  recent  testimony  of  some  of 
the  distinguished  Members  of  this,  the 
greatest  legislative  body  in  the  world,  in 
support  of  Senate  bill  656.  Let  me  invite 
the  attention  of  Members  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  to  those  who  are  the  sponsors 
of  the  resolution.  The  Senator  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  for  himself, 
the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft] — my 
name  comes  next,  and  I  exclude  myself 
from  that  distinguished  membership — 
then  come  the  following  eminent  Sena¬ 
tors:  the  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Lehman],  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 


[Mr.  Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  the  Senator 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  O’Conor],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Hendrick¬ 
son],  the  Senator  from  Kansas  [Mr. 
Carlson],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs. 
Smith],  the  Senator  from  Pennsylvania 
[Mr.  Duff],  and  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  PastoreL 

I  shall  now  read  what  was  said  by 
some  of  the  Senators  who  testified  in 
behalf  of  the  bill.  First  I  read  from  the 
testimony  of  that  outstanding,  partiotic 
Republican,  the  Senator  from  New  Jer- 
say  [Mr.  Hendrickson].  His  testimony 
was  given  on  Wednesday,  the  21st  day  of 
February.  It  is  as  follows: 

Senator  Hendrickson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
want  to  say  this :  It  is  a  real  treat  to  be  back 
with  this  committee  again,  because  I  really 
enjoyed  my  2  years  of  service  on  the  District 
Committee,  and  I  really  miss  the  presence 
of  my  old  colleagues. 

The  Chairman.  All  those  you  left  behind 
are  sorry  that  you  no  longer  are  with  us. 

Senator  Hendrickson.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
position  on  the  present  bill,  present  home- 
rule  bill,  presently  before  the  committee,  is 
well  known. 

That  is  the  bill  to  which  the  resolution 
before  the  Senate  refers. 

In  the  last  session  I  was  one  of  its  cospon¬ 
sors,  and  I  deemed  it  a  privilege  to  be  one  of 
its  cosponsors,  and  I  deem  it  a  privilege  again 
to  be  sponsoring — cosponsoring — this  meas¬ 
ure  this  year. 

I  am  here  today  to  make  a  very  brief  state¬ 
ment  in  support  of  this  bill,  in  support  of 
the  cosponsorship  of  this  bill. 

As  a  member  of  the  District  Committee  for 
2  years,  I  learned  at  first  hand  of  the  many 
problems  that  beset  the  people  of  the  city 
of  Washington.  Although  I  am  not  at  pres¬ 
ent  a  member  of  the  committee,  my  interest 
in  the  affairs  of  the  District  has  not  waned 
nor  will  it  wane  as  long  as  I  am  a  Member 
of  the  Senate  of  the  United  States. 

The  doctrine  of  home  rule,  it  seems  to  me, 
Is  one  of  the  principal  supports  of  our  demo¬ 
cratic  way  of  life.  It  is  a  little  hard  for  me 
to  understand  why  anyone  cannot  see  that, 
as  it  applies  to  the  District  of  Columbia.  It 
seems  to  me  the  citizens  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  are  no  less  entitled  to  elect  their 
representatives  than  are  the  millions  of  other 
people  throughout  our  land. 

I  have  said  many  times,  and  I  say  again, 
that  it  is  outrageous  that  home  rule  for  the 
District  has  been  made  a  political  football. 
How  much  longer  are  the  people,  the  good 
people  of  Washington,  going  to  have  to  wait 
to  govern  themselves?  I  do  not  know  how 
long  that  will  be,  but  I  think  it  is  high  time 
that  we  helped  them  attain  the  right  to  gov¬ 
ern  themselves,  and  quickly. 

I  urge  my  colleagues  on  this  committee 
and  in  the  Senate,  with  all  the  sincerity  I 
posses,  to  favorably  report  this  bill  out  of  the 
committee,  to  pass  it  in  the  Senate,  with  the 
least  possible  delay,  and  I  hope  in  this  com¬ 
mittee — I  hope  it  will  be  reported  out  with 
a  unanimous  vote. 

I  hope  our  friends  on  the  other  side 
of  the  aisle  heard  me  read  that  state¬ 
ment  by  one  of  the  outstanding  Members 
on  their  side. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  all  I  have  to  say  on 
the  subject.  I  could  have  a  lot  more  to  say, 
because  I  feel  very  deeply  about  this  whole 
situation. 

Mr.  KERR.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield?  I  beg  the  Senator’s  par¬ 
don,  I  thought  he  was  through. 

Mr.  NEELY.  No,  I  am  sorry;  I  am  not 
nearly  through. 
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Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that’,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr. 
Eastland]  and  the  Senator  from  Ten¬ 
nessee  [Mr.  Kefauver]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr. 
George]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Lehman]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  appoint¬ 
ed  a  member  of  the  United  States  delega¬ 
tion  to  the  World  Health  Organization, 
which  will  meet  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate  on  official  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  North  Carolina  [Mr. 
Smith]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Taft] 
is  necessarily  absent. . 

The  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr.  Welker] 
is  absent  on  official  business. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  A  quorum  is 
present. 

ORDER  FOR  CALL  OF  THE  CALENDAR  ON 
FRIDAY  NEXT 

Mr.  CORDON  obtained  the  floor. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  to  me  to  make  a  unan¬ 
imous-consent  request? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  be  very  happy 
to  yield,  if  I  may  do  so  without  losing 
the  floor. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
yielding  without  losing  the  floor?  The 
Chair  hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  been  asked  when  we  may  have  a 
call  of  the  calendar.  In  order  that  Sen¬ 
ators  may  have  proper  notice,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  on  Friday  next 
there  be  a  call  of  the  calendar  for  con¬ 
sideration  of  measures  to  which  there  is 
no  objection. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Beginning 
where? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Beginning  where 
the  last  call  ended. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  the 
minority  leader  has  just  suggested  to  me 
that  there  are  very  few  bills  from  the 
first  of  the  calendar  to  the  point  at  which 
the  last  call  of  the  calendar  ended,  so  I 
will  amend  my  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  by  asking  that  the  calendar  be 
called  from  the  beginning. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORK¬ 
ERS  FROM  MEXICO 


The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  is  necessarily  absent  from 
the  Senate.  He  is  very  much  interested 
in  the  pending  amendment  to  the  unfin¬ 
ished  business.  He  supports  it,  and  has 


joined  as  a  sponsor  of  the  amendment. 
Because  of  the  fact  that  he  cannot  be 
present  during  the  debate,  I  have  been 
requested  to  present  his  views  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  I,  therefore,  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  a  statement  prepared  by  the 
senior  Senator  from  Washington  be 
placed  in  the  Record  immediately  fol¬ 
lowing  my  remarks. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Without  ob¬ 
jection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  1.) 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  last 
evening  the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  made  a  suggestion  to  me  that 
my  amendment  should  contain  a  limita¬ 
tion  on  the  number  of  reception  centers. 
This  would  be  in  line  with  the  philosophy 
of  the  bill  and  with  what  the  proposers 
of  the  amendment,  if  adopted,  seek  to 
have  done,  namely,  that  at  strategic 
points  in  the  United  States  where  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  finds  a  labor-deficit 
condition,  and  the  resulting  necessity  of 
importing  agricultural  labor,  reception 
centers  be  located  geographically  so  as 
to  equalize  the  costs  and  the  availability 
of  the  agricultural  labor,  so  far  as  prac¬ 
ticable. 

It  appears  to  me  that  that  sugges¬ 
tion  has  very  real  merit.  I  frankly  state, 
Mr.  President,  that  I  do  not  know  how 
many  centers  should  be  established. 
From  the  available  information,  how¬ 
ever,  gleaned  from  the  hearings,  and 
from  other  sources,  it  is  my  view  that  a 
maximum  of  six  such  centers  would  be 
adequate.  It  may  well  be  that  that 
many  will  not  be  needed.  I  am  open  to 
suggestions  on  the  subject  if  others  have 
information  to  the  contrary.  In  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  such  information,  however,  I 
now  ask  that  my  amendment  be  modi¬ 
fied  in  the  following  respect:  On  line  2, 
following  the  words  “United  States”,  to 
insert  a  comma  and  the  words  “not  more 
than  six  in  number”,  and  a  comma. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
from  Oregon  has  modified  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  effect  of  the  mod¬ 
ification  is  to  direct  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  establish  not  more  than  six 
reception  centers  so  located  geographi¬ 
cally  as  to  effect  equity  in  costs  of  agri¬ 
cultural  labor  and  in  availability  of  agri¬ 
cultural  labor  to  the  farming  fraternity 
throughout  the  United  States  where  the 
Secretary  finds  that  importation  of  Mex¬ 
ican  labor  is  necessary  during  the  har¬ 
vest  or  crop  season. 

Mr.  President,  it  would  appear  to  me 
that  no  argument  could  be  advanced 
against  the  adoption  of  this  amendment. 
It  seeks  to  do  no  more  than  equity  to 
agriculture,  when  viewed  on  a  national 
basis. 

I  suspect  that  argument  may  be  ad¬ 
vanced  to  the  effect  that  this  amend¬ 
ment  proposes  a  Federal  subsidy  to  agri¬ 
culture. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  As  a  member  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  let 
me  say  that  we  studied  the  possibility  of 
having  a  reception  center  or  receiving 
center  in  the  Northwest.  We  recognized 
that  the  seasonal  labor  requirements  in 
the  food-  and  vegetable-growing  areas 


not  only  in  the  States  of  Oregon  and 
Washington,  but  also  in  all  the  other 
States  in  the  Pacific-coast  area,  are  very 
great  indeed. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  Senator  will  yield 
long  enough  to  permit  me  to  do  so,  I 
should  like  to  submit  an  article  which 
I  happened  to  read  last  evening  in  the 
Minneapolis  Tribune.  The  article  quotes 
Mr.  Victor  Christgau,  of  the  Division 
of  Unemployment  Security  in  Minne¬ 
sota.  The  article  gives  Mr.  Christgau’s 
specific  statements  in  regard  to  what 
the  shortage  of  labor  will  be  in  the  State 
of  Minnesota  and  what  the  needs  will 
be  throughout  the  various  growing  and 
harvesting  seasons  in  that  State  for  the 
year  1951. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  if  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Oregon  will  permit,  I  should 
like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
this  article  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  be¬ 
cause  it  gives  excellent  information  on 
the  very  subject  we  are  studying,  and 
about  which  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  speaking  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  be  glad  to  have 
that  done. 

Mr.  THYE.  Then,  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  article 
may  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the  body 
of  the  Record  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
v/as  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

“State  Farm  Laeor  To  Ee  Scarce,  Cost 
More’’ — Christgau 
(By  Sam  Romer) 

Minnesota  farmers  will  pay  more  for  farm 
labor  this  summer — and  have  trouble  getting 
help. 

This  is  the  general  picture  revealed  In  a 
State-wide  survey  conducted  last  week  by 
the  Minnesota  Employment  and  Security 
Division. 

Victor  Christgau,  division  director,  said  it 
is  difficult  to  predict  how  severe  the  shortage 
will  be  later  this  season — but  it  already  has 
shown  up  as  the  division  began  active  re¬ 
cruiting  of  workers. 

In  April  1950,  for  instance,  the  division 
listed  274  single  farm  hands  in  excess  of  de¬ 
mands;  this  year,  the  division  already  is  209 
farm  hands  short.  The  same  situation  ex¬ 
ists  in  recruiting  man-and-wife  teams;  the 
1951  demand  is  96  couples  short  in  April. 

Other  aspects  of  the  agricultural  labor 
problem  are  almost  as  bad. 

So-called  stoop  labor — usually  done  by 
transient  workers  in  the  sugar  beet,  pea,  and 
cornfields — is  going  to  be  hard  to  get,  em¬ 
ployers  say. 

And  detasseling  of  hybrid  com  crops — vi¬ 
tally  important  to  the  State’s  1952  corn  pros¬ 
pects — has  seed  firms  resorting  to  high- 
pressure  campaigns  to  get  sufficient  labor. 

Behind  the  shortage,  according  to 
Christgau,  Is  the  lure  of  defense-plant  em¬ 
ployment  with  its  glamor  and  overtime 
v/ages. 

The  employment  division  has  moved  fast 
to  overcome  the  shortage,  Christgau  said. 
Its  33  local  offices  are  instructed  to  give  farm 
help  requests  the  same  high  priority  they  do 
defense  employment. 

More  than  375  specially  trained  employ¬ 
ment-security  representatives  have  been 
alerted  to  the  problem  so  that  one  locality’s 
surplus  farm  labor  can  be  moved  immedi¬ 
ately  to  short  labor  areas. 

Increasing  mechanization  in  the  fields  has 
helped  cut  down  the  number  of  hired  hands 
needed,  Christgau  admitted,  but  mechaniza¬ 
tion  has  brought  with  it  new  problems. 
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“The  time  element  in  seeding,  cultivation, 
harvesting,  and  proper  care  of  livestock  is  so 
vital,”  Christgau  explained,  “that  delay  in 
maintenance  of  equipment  can  mean  disas¬ 
ter.” 

Wages  for  permanent  farm  workers  now 
range  up  to  $125  monthly  for  single  men  and 
up  to  $175  for  couples — about  10  percent 
higher  than  last  year,  Christgau  estimated. 

Money  wages  are  in  addition  to  board  and 
housing— the  latter  for  couples  usually  in¬ 
cludes  a  separate  house,  garden  plot,  and  oc¬ 
casionally  some  chickens  or  a  pig. 

The  shortage  now  is  most  evident  in  Min¬ 
nesota’s  southern  areas  although  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  spread  northward  as  farm  activities 
there  are  intensified. 

Areas  suffering  from  the  shortage  in  April 
included  Albert  Lea,  Fairmont,  Marshall,  Red 
Wing,  Willmar,  and  the  Twin  Cities. 

The  short-lived  but  dramatic  detasseling 
season  is  facing  its  most  serious  labor  prob¬ 
lem  in  years,  according  to  officials  of  North- 
rup  King  &  Co.,  the  area’s  largest  producer  of 
hybrid  seed  corn. 

Detasseling  is  the  process  by  which  the 
corn’s  pollen-bearing  tassel — or  stamen — is 
removed  to  prevent  self-pollenization.  Hy¬ 
brid  corn  is  produced  by  cross-pollenization 
and  self-pollenization  leaves  the  crop  useless 
for  seed  corn  purposes. 

The  season  begins  about  the  first  of  July, 
lasts  only  2  weeks,  but  during  this  period 
labor  and  time  are  precious.  Detasselers 
work  at  top  speed  in  their  race  with  nature. 

Northrup  king  has  hybrid  cornfields  in 
five  places — near  Shakopee,  Howard  Lake, 
Waterville,  Lake  Crystal,  and  Eden  Prairie. 
In  1950  they  used  about  1,500  detasselers, 
many  of  whom  were  high-school  boj's  on 
vacation. 

Because  of  increased  acreage  this  year,  the 
firm  estimates  it  will  need  at  least  2,000  de¬ 
tasselers,  making  the  annual  problem  more 
difficult. 

Northrup  King  officials  already  have 
started  planning.  Not  only  are  they  asking 
last  year’s  detasselers  to  come  back  and 
bring  their  friends,  but  they  have  embarked 
on  a  civic-relation  program  to  ease  their 
plight. 

Community  officials  and  local  editors  are 
being  organized  by  company  area  superin¬ 
tendents  to  help  publicize  the  situation. 
This  is  supplemented  by  direct  mail  appeals 
to  farmers  to  save  the  hybrid  seed  crop. 

Firm  officials  are  hopeful  about  fulfilling 
their  2,000-man  detasseling  quota,  even 
though  scarcity  of  permanent  farm  help 
means  many  boys  will  pass  up  the  detassel¬ 
ing  season  to  take  summer-long  jobs  as 
farm  hands. 

“Unless  we  win  this  battle,”  a  Northrup 
King  spokesman  warned,  “Minnesota’s  corn 
crop  next  year  will  pay  the  price  of  defeat.” 

Stoop-labor  employers  are  less  pessimistic 
although  they  say  the  situation  is  tight,  and 
anything  can  happen.  Most  transient  work¬ 
ers  are  Spanish-speaking  Texans  hired  un¬ 
der  contract  along  the  Rio  Grande  and  then 
brought  north. 

Largest  employer  of  transient  labor  in 
Minnesota  is  American  Crystal  Sugar  Co., 
which  relies  on  three  areas  for  its  sugar 
beets — around  Chaska  and  around  Moor- 
head-Fargo,  and  Grand  Forks  on  both  sides 
of  the  Minnesota-North  Dakota  border. 

An  increase  in  national  cotton  acreage  has 
complicated  the  situation  by  creating  great¬ 
er  Texas  demand  than  normal  for  these 
workers,  but  company  officials  are  hopeful 
that  they  will  bring  north  about  7,000  of 
these  workers,  at  somewhat  higher  wages 
than  last  year. 

Canning  companies — the  other  major 
Minnesota  employer  of  transient  labor — de¬ 
pend  on  imported  foreign  labor,  rather  than 
Texan,  to  produce  their  pea  and  corn  crops. 

Spokesmen  are  quick  to  emphasize  that 
they  prefer  local  or  American  labor,  but  they 
say  they  can’t  get  more  than  a  handful. 


Most  canning  companies,  especially  large 
firms  like  Green  Giant  Canning  Co.,  LeSueur, 
and  Fairmont  Canning  Co.,  Fairmont,  work 
with  the  United  States  Employment  Service 
to  bring  in  British  West  Indians — chiefly  Ba¬ 
ilsmans  and  Jamaicans. 

Between  them,  they  expect  to  import 
about  1,700. 

“Imported  labor  is  expensive  labor,”  a 
Green  Giant  spokesman  said,  “and  we  are 
eager  to  get  rid  of  the  program. 

“But  the  labor  situation  now  is  tighter 
than  during  World  War  II,  and  we  must  de¬ 
pend  on  imports  to  save  the  crop.” 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  let  me  say 
to  the  able  senior  Senator  from  Oregon 
that  I  will  support  the  amendment  he 
is  proposing. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  statement  which 
has  been  made  by  my  distinguished 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  He 
is  one  of  the  best  informed  Members  of 
the  Congress  in  the  field  of  agriculture. 
Whenever  he  speaks  on  that  subject,  I 
and,  I  think,  all  my  colleagues  who  are 
interested  in  agriculture  listen  atten¬ 
tively. 

Let  me  also  say  that  I  am  glad  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  and  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Senate  the  article  to  which 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  has  re¬ 
ferred,  which  quotes  the  officer  of  the 
State  of  Minnesota  who  is  charged  with 
the  duty  of  aiding  agriculture  in  this 
particular  field.  I  am  sure  that  if  all 
the  officials  of  the  various  States  of  the 
United  States  could  be  heard  on  this 
matter,  their  testimony  would  be  of  very 
great  value  to  the  Senate  in  connection 
with  its  consideration  of  this  subject. 

After  all,  Mr.  President,  all  we  seek 
to  do  by  means  of  this  measure,  and 
all  we  are  entitled  to  do,  is  to  meet  an 
emergency  which  agriculture  itself  did 
not  produce.  We  seek,  so  far  as  may 
be  done,  to  put  agriculture  on  the  same 
level  as  that  on  which  industry  has  al¬ 
ready  been  put  by  Congress  in  the  present 
mobilization  and  emergency  period  with 
which  we  are  faced. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  I  was  very  much  in¬ 
terested  in  the  remarks  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  to  the  effect  that  the  argu¬ 
ment  might  be  advanced  that  his  amend¬ 
ment  constitutes  a  subsidy  to  agriculture. 
However,  I  think  the  question  before  us 
is  one  of  whether  we  shall  have  food 
or  shall  not  have  food.  Now  that  the 
defense  program  has  been  stepped  up 
so  greatly,  there  is  no  longer  an  unem¬ 
ployment  situation.  Help  is  difficult  to 
obtain.  Those  most  adversely  affected 
by  the  scarcity  of  labor  are  the  vege¬ 
table  and  fruit  producers.  In  that  in¬ 
dustry,  the  profits  are  low,  as  a  rule.  As 
a  result,  wages  naturally  have  to  be 
lower  than  in  other  industries  if  the  pro¬ 
ducers  wish  to  remain  in  business.  Of 
course,  the  so-called  stoop  labor  is  the 
most  undersirable  of  all;  and,  as  a  rule, 
American  help  can  be  obtained  in  that 
field  only  when  times  are  extremely  bad. 
Otherwise,  most  Americans  would  al¬ 
most  rather  starve  to  death  than  engage 
in  that  kind  of  work. 

So  I  say  the  question  is  one  of  either 
getting  the  labor  from  Mexico  or  from 
some  other  point  outside  the  United 


States,  or  else  going  without  the  fruits 
and  vegetables.  . 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota.  He 
has  put  his  fiinger  exactly  on  the  vital 
spot  in  connection  with  this  matter. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  statement  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  making  to  the  Senate  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  farm-labor  situation,  especi¬ 
ally  in  the  field  of  fruits  and  vegetables. 

I  still  am  wondering  whether  it  is  possi¬ 
ble  for  the  States  themselves  to  handle 
this  situation.  I  regret  sincerely  to  see 
the  Federal  Government  go  into  the  field 
of  establishing  placement  agencies,  so  to 
speak,  or  rest  camps,  if  they  may  be 
called  that,  for  the  imported  foreign 
labor  and  the  dissemination  of  such 
labor  from  those  camps  or  agencies.  It 
seems  to  me  it  would  be  much  better  if 
the  States  themselves  handled  this 
problem. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator’s  suggestion.  I, 
too,  regret  that  this  matter  cannot  be 
handled  in  the  way  the  Senator  from 
Kansas  suggests.  No  other  Member  of 
the  Senate  relishes  less  than  I  do  the 
intervention  of  the  Federal  Government 
anywhere,  in  any  part  of  our  economy, 
with  reference  to  any  citizen.  However, 
as  the  late  President  Cleveland  is  re¬ 
puted  to  have  said,  sometimes  we  are 
faced  with  a  condition,  not  a  theory; 
and  in  such  case  we  must  act  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  circumstances  in  which 
we  find  ourselves  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
the  Senator  to  let  me  proceed  a  little 
further  in  explaining  the  suggestion 
which  has  been  made. 

The  present  situation  is  that  most  of 
the  States — certainly  my  own  State  of 
Oregon,  and  certainly  the  other  Pacific 
Northwest  States,  and,  I  assume,  all  the 
other  States,  in  fact — maintain  officials 
whose  purpose  it  is  to  work  with  agricul¬ 
ture  in  their  respective  jurisdictions,  not 
only  with  respect  to  improving  agricul¬ 
ture  itself,  but  particularly  with  respect 
to  aiding,  insofar  as  the  States  can  do 
so,  the  location  of  agricultural  labor  in 
the  areas  of  the  highest  or  greatest  de¬ 
mand,  when  it  becomes  absolutely  neces¬ 
sary  that  such  labor  be  on  hand  at  a 
certain  time,  almost  to  the  day,  or  else 
the  crops  cannot  be  harvested. 

However,  the  situation  we  face  today, 
Mr.  President,  is  not  the  ordinary  one; 
this  is  not  a  case  in  which  we  could 
have  proceeded  a  month  ago  to  locate 
the  needed  labor  and  thus  be  certain 
that  we  would  have  it  when  it  was 
needed. 

I  apprehend  that  in  the  State  of 
Kansas  this  year  it  may  not  be  quite  so 
easy  as  it  has  been  in  the  past — in  fact, 
it  may  be  impossible  before  the  crop  year 
is  over — to  find  the  labor  which  must 
be  found.  In  years  past  the  necessary 
labor  has  been  found  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  Before  the  present  emer¬ 
gency  confronted  us,  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  our  people  paid  whatever 
transportation  costs  were  necessary  in 
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order  to  obtain  the  additional  labor 
which  was  needed,  and  that  has  been 
done  ever  since  the  World  War  II  period. 

The  Senator  from  Kansas  will  recall 
that  in  World  War  II,  when  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  was  faced  with  the  same  situa¬ 
tion  with  which  we  are  faced  now — 
namely,  the  need  for  a  sharp  increase  in 
production,  amounting  to  between  20  and 
27  percent  in  some  categories,  and  the 
necessity  of  having  the  increased  pro¬ 
duction  at  once,  rather  than  to  wait  a 
year  or  two  for  it — at  that  time  the 
Government  did  exactly  what  this 
amendment  seeks  to  have  the  Govern¬ 
ment  do  at  this  time:  The  Government 
established  reception  centers  and  found 
the  labor,  so  that  the  agricultural  pro¬ 
duction  which  it  demanded  could  be 
had. 

Following  the  war  period,  our  people 
did  as  the  people  of  the  Senator’s  State 
of  Kansas  did;  they  found  their  labor. 
There  are  agricultural  associations  for 
that  purpose  throughout  the  Pacific 
Northwest.  The  farmers  join  in  a 
single  association  to  endeavor  to  get 
labor  which  can  remain  throughout  the 
crop  season  and  be  available  where 
needed  and  when  needed.  I  wish  that 
could  be  continued. 

I  do  not  like  the  present  situation. 
But  my  constituents  tell  me — and  the 
condition  is  general,  I  think — that  they 
are  face  to  face  with  an  added  deficit 
at  a  time  when  they  are  also  confronted 
with  the  necessity  of  increasing  produc¬ 
tion,  thus  doubling  the  hazard  to  the 
crops. 

The  deficit  in  labor  results  from  the 
draining  of  what  would  otherwise  be 
available  labor  into  industrial  enter¬ 
prises.  Not  only  into  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west,  but  in  other  areas,  labor  is  moving 
into  such  industrial  enterprises.  Then, 
when  we  add  the  necessity  for  additional 
production,  the  farmer  is  flatly  up 
against  something  he  is  unable  to  handle, 
and  which  the  State  is  unable  to  handle 
for  him. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  CARLSON.  While  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Oregon  is  making 
a  -very  fine  argument  and  an  excellent 
statement  in  behalf  of  labor  needed  in 
Oregon — and  I  am  sure  his  statement 
is  absolutely  sound — we  can  appreciate, 
too,  his  feeling  with  respect  to  the  re¬ 
ception  centers,  something  new  in  this 
particular  field.  I  do  not  like  to  see  a 
program  of  reception  centers  entered 
upon,  because  I  can  see  that  it  might 
lead  to  increased  numbers  of  them.  If 
we  could  somehow  get  by  with  the  pres¬ 
ent  arrangements,  I  believe  we  might  be 
relieved  of  a  burden  which  we  may  in 
the  future  regret  we  have  undertaken. 

I  know  that  large  quantities  of  wheat 
are  raised  in  the  Senator’s  State,  but 
I  remind  him  that  the  State  of  Kansas 
produces  one-fourth  of  the  winter  wheat 
of  the  Nation,  and  we  have  a  real  har¬ 
vest  problem.  But  our  State  employ¬ 
ment  service  and  our  farm-placement 
service  with  the  cooperation  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Labor, 
move  into  the  wheat  area  30  to  60  days 
in  advance  and  set  up  headquarters.  We 


make  contact  with  Canada  and  with 
other  States  of  the  Nation,  and,  I  pre¬ 
sume,  with  Mexico.  We  prepare  to  har¬ 
vest  the  crop,  which,  of  course,  is  one 
of  the  crops  which  must  be  harvested 
completely  within  about  30  days,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  fruits  and  vegetables  in 
the  Senator’s  State.  We  have  been  able 
to  handle  the  problem  on  a  State  basis. 
While  I  was  Governor  of  the  State,  for 
4  years,  at  a  time  when  we  produced  large 
quantities  of  wheat,  we  were  able  to  take 
care  of  the  situation,  and  I  sincerely  hope 
that  it  will  somehow  continue  to  be 
possible. 

I  may  say  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
that  his  modification  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  has  at  least  made  it  more  palatable. 
As  it  was  before,  it  was  open-ended,  and 
I  could  see  no  limit  to  it.  I  understand 
the  Senator’s  problem.  I  know  he  has 
one,  because  the  farm  situation  is  a  diffi¬ 
cult  one,  and  it  is  especially  difficult  in 
connection  with  the  crops  which  he  has 
mentioned.  I  desire  to  be  helpful  if  I 
can,  but  I  still  have  certain  questions 
which  I  hope  the  Senator  may  be  able 
to  answer  for  me. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  frank  statement  which  the 
Senator  has  made.  I  do  not  know  that 
I  can  answer  his  questions.  I  shall  at 
least  try  to  answer  them,  and,  if  I  do  not 
know  the  answers,  I  shall  frankly  say  so. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Utah. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  I  take  it  for  granted 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  has  heard 
some  of  the  debate  with  reference  to 
putting  to  work  American  workers  who 
want  employment,  or  who  are  out  of 
employment. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Yes. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  Let  me  call  to  the 
Senator’s  attention  a  situation  which 
existed  in  my  State  a  number  of  years 
ago.  In  a  fruit  belt,  where  there  is  a 
rather  heavy  production  of  fruits,  there 
is  also  a  steel  plant.  There  are  other  in¬ 
dustrial  developments  there,  as  well.  In 
connection  with  the  harvesting  of  fruit, 
the  farmers  in  that  area  went  to  the 
State  Employment  Service,  which  was 
combined  at  the  same  place  with  the 
Federal  Service,  and  told  them  they 
needed  workers.  The  employment  serv¬ 
ice  said,  “Well,  we  can  take  care  of  that 
very  easily.  We  have  about  4,500  per¬ 
sons  who  are  drawing  unemployment 
compensation,  so  we  ought  to  be  able  to 
get  the  400  or  500  workers  you  need  out 
of  the  4,500.”  They  told  the  farmers  to 
bring  in  then  conveyances  the  following 
morning,  and  they  would  have  a  group 
ready  for  them.  The  pay  was  at  least  $1 
an  hour,  or  so  many  cents  a  bushel,  for 
the  picking  of  fruit,  and  a  good,  able 
bodied  man  could  make  from  $12  to  $15 
a  day,  under  those  circumstances. 

When  the  farmers  appeared  the  next 
morning  to  get  the  help,  only  two  men 
applied,  only  two  men  were  ready,  and 
those  two  men,  I  know  of  my  own  per¬ 
sonal  knowledge,  went  out  to  a  farm, 
worked  for  an  hour,  and  decided  that 
fruit-harvesting  was  too  hard  work,  that 
is  was  not  in  their  line,  anyway;  and 
they  left.  The  farmers  did  not  get  a 


single  employee  out  of  the  4,500  who 
were  then  drawing  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation. 

In  our  area  we  have  found  that  we 
cannot  depend  on  many  of  our  Ameri¬ 
can  laborers.  They  have  been  getting 
so  much  higher  wages  in  the  defense 
plants,  at  time  and  a  half  for  overtime, 
with  double  time  for  Sundays  and  holi¬ 
days,  and  all  that  sort  of  thing,  that 
they  merely  turn  up  their  noses  at  any¬ 
thing  which  looks  like  farm  labor.  That 
was  one  reason  why  it  was  necessary, 
even  at  the  time  to  which  I  referred  a 
few  moments  ago,  with  4,500  persons  un¬ 
employed,  for  us  to  get  foreigners  to 
come  into  the  State  to  do  our  farm  work. 
It  was  not  because  of  pay  conditions,  it 
was  not  because  of  living  conditions,  be¬ 
cause,  in  my  State,  the  farmers  have 
taken  good  care  of  their  employees. 
They  pay  the  current  scale  for  agricul¬ 
tural  labor,  which  is  treble  or  quadruple 
what  it  used  to  be,  so  that  there  cannot 
be  any  complaint  on  that  score.  But 
we  simply  find  the  situation  to  be  such 
that  it  is  impossible  to  get  help,  even 
when  people  are  unemployed  and  are 
drawing  unemployment  compensation. 
The  farmers  who  sought  the  workers 
later  explained  to  us  that  when  they 
talked  to  the  unemployed  workers,  they 
said,  “Well,  we  don’t  want  to  go  to  work 
for  what  is  offered.  We  are  receiving 
$100  a  month,  $25  a  week.  If  we  can 
get  our  regular  employment  as  carpen¬ 
ters,  engineers,  or  what-not,  we  will 
work,  but  we  are  not  going  to  do  any 
work  on  any  farms  for  anyone.” 

That  is  the  situation  with  which  the 
farmers  of  my  State  are  confronted.  It 
costs  about  $2  a  day  extra  per  man,  if 
they  have  to  pay  the  extra  cost  for 
transportation  from  the  Mexican  border 
to  their  farms  and  back  again.  Many 
times  the  employees  they  take  to  their 
farms  will  work  only  2  or  3  days,  and 
then  leave,  though  the  farmer  is  still 
confronted  with  the  obligation  he  has 
undertaken,  and  he  will  have  to  pay 
their  return  transportation,  as  well  as 
the  transportation  which  he  pays  when 
they  come  to  the  farm,  when  they  get 
through  running  around.  That  is  why 
we  feel  that  there  ought  to  be  an  equali¬ 
zation.  I  have  not  heard  the  Senator’s 
modification  of  his  amendment,  but,  on 
the  whole,  I  think  it  is  a  sound  amend¬ 
ment,  and  I  certainly  hope  it  will  be 
adopted.  Will  the  Senator  indicate 
what  his  modification  is? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  modification  is 
simply  a  limitation  upon  the  Secretary 
as  to  the  number  of  reception  centers 
which  he  may  establish,  it  being  limited 
to  not  more  than  six  such  centers  in  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  WATKINS.  That  would  make  it 
possible  to  have  them  centrally  located 
for  a  group  of  States;  as,  for  instance, 
Idaho  and  Utah,  or  Washington,  Oregon, 
and  Idaho,  Utah  and  Colorado  or  Wyo¬ 
ming,  or  certain  of  the  States  in  that 
area,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  my  thought  in 
connection  with  it.  I  think  the  figure 
represents  adequacy.  I  am  not  at  all 
certain  that  the  number  of  reception 
centers  provided  for  need  be  established. 
It  is  simply  my  best  judgment. 
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Mr.  WATKINS.  That  would,  I  think, 
take  care  of  the  situation,  although  it 
is  not  a  liberal  number.  It  seems  to  me 
that  anyone  who  recognizes  the  employ¬ 
ment  problem  we  now  have,  with  so 
many  of  the  farm  boys  in  the  armed  serv¬ 
ices,  should  agree  to  the  Senator’s  pro¬ 
posal.  They  have  been  taken  into  our 
defense  forces.  The  man  who  had  this 
help,  his  sons  and  others  on  his  farm  to 
help  operate  it,  now  sees  them  taken 
away;  so  a  double  responsibility  is  cast 
upon  him. 

The  situation  is  highly  artificial.  It  is 
not  at  all  what  it  was  in  the  period  from 
the  end  of  the  war  to  the  time  of  the 
outbreak  of  the  Korean  War.  We  must 
take  all  the  circumstances  into  consider¬ 
ation  in  arriving  at  a  solution  which  will 
.  really  benefit  the  farmers.  It  seems  to 
me  that,  unless  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  adopted,  so  far 
as  the  intermountain  States  are  con¬ 
cerned,  particularly  Washington,  Ore¬ 
gon,  Idaho,  and  Montana,  with  their  beet 
fields,  their  orchards,  and  so  forth,  we 
might  as  well  forget  this  type  of  employ¬ 
ment,  for  it  would  be  of  benefit  only  to 
those  who  are  immediately  around  the 
border.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  statement  of  the  Senator 
from  Utah.  Here,  again,  we  have  a  Sen¬ 
ator  who  knows  agriculture  in  the  area 
which  he  represents.  What  he  has  pre¬ 
sented  is  the  correct  situation,  to  my 
knowledge,  and  to  the  knowledge  of  all 
persons  who  have  made  any  study  what¬ 
ever  in  this  field. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  desire  to 
anticipate  what  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  will  say  in  his  speech,  but  can  he 
tell  us  how  much  additional  cost  this 
amendment  would  place  on  the  Federal 
Government? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  have  the  figures.  Of  course,  any  fig¬ 
ure  presented  would  be  a  wild  guess,  no 
matter  who  presented  it.  The  cost  to  the 
Federal  Government  is  something  which 
cannot  be  known  at  this  time  because 
we  do  not  know  how  many  foreign  la¬ 
borers  will  be  imported,  or  where  they 
will  be  taken.  I  want  to  furnish  as  much 
information  as  I  can  to  the  Senator,  and 
I  would  suggest  that  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  which  is,  I  think,  about  as 
far  from  the  Mexican  border  as  one  can 
get  in  the  United  States,  at  least  within 
the  area  in  which  Mexican  help  hereto¬ 
fore  has  been  used,  the  experience  of 
the  farmers  in  going  to  Mexico,  secur¬ 
ing  their  labor,  and  paying  the  cost  of 
transportation  both  ways,  representip 
approximately  $100  for  each  laborer. 
That  information,  by  the  way,  is  in  the 
hearings  which  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  conducted. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Does  that  figure  in¬ 
clude  the  cost  of  transportation  and  sub¬ 
sistence  both  ways? 

Mr.  CORDON.  It  does. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Does  the  Senator 
know  what  the  administration  of  the 


present  bill  would  cost  if  it  were  enacted 
into  law? 

Mr.  CORDON.  In  my  view  it  will  cost 
more  than  $100  to  get  labor  where  it  is 
needed.  I  do  not  know  of  anything  the 
Federal  Government  does  in  competition 
with  private  initiative  and  private  in¬ 
dustry  that  does  not  cost  far  more  than 
it  would  cost  the  people  if  they  did  it 
themselves  for  themselves. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Is  the  figure  which 
the  Senator  has  suggested  merely  for 
transportation  and  subsistence? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  does 
not  know  what  the  reception  centers 
would  cost.  I  may  state  to  him  that 
during  the  course  of  the  hearings  we 
received  evidence  showing  that  provid¬ 
ing  stop-over  centers  where  laborers 
stopped  overnight  would  cost  in  excess 
of  $70,000  merely  to  erect  them,  and 
without  management. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  shall  cover  that 
point  in  my  discussion.  I  do-not  know 
what  the  proposal  would  cost  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government.  I  do  not  know  how 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  would  go  about 
doing  the  job.  I  know  how  he  could  do 
it  and  how  he  should  do  it,  and  I  shall 
present  my  views  .  in  connection  with 
that  point.  He  should  follow  the  gen¬ 
eral  plan  that  agriculture  follows  today. 
He  can  pick  up  the  laborers,  but  he 
should  take  none  to  any  area  where  they 
are  not  contracted  for  in  advance  under 
the  terms  of  the  bill.  Therefore,  when 
the  laborers  leave  the  recruitment  point 
or  the  center  at  the  border,  they  will  be 
under  contract  already.  Their  employ¬ 
ers  are  known  in  the  area.  The  recep¬ 
tion  center  should  represent,  in  fact, 
nothing  more  than  a  geographical  point 
to  determine  the  limit  of  Federal  finan¬ 
cial  responsibility  in  connection  with  the 
transportation  of  the  labor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sure  the  Sen¬ 
ator  is  aware  of  the  fact  that  if  addi¬ 
tional  reception  centers  should  be  estab¬ 
lished,  the  contracts  between  the  em¬ 
ployers  and  the  employees  would  have 
to  be  made  at  the  reception  centers,  and 
not  at  the  border. 

Mr,  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  there 
is  no  requirement  in  the  bill,  nor  will 
there  be  if  my  amendment  is  adopted, 
as  to  the  particular  reception  center 
where  the  contract  can  be  made.  It  can 
be  made  at  a  reception  center  where  the 
workers  are  received  at  the  border,  as 
well  as  anywhere  else.  In  my  opinion, 
that  is  where  the  contract  should  be 
made.  There  should  not  be  any  im¬ 
portation  of  foreign  labor  into  the 
United  States  to  the  extent  of  one  in¬ 
dividual  beyond  the  number  found  to 
be  needed,  and  beyond  the  number 
which  employers  have  signified  their 
willingness  to  accept  the  responsibility 
for  hiring.  All  we  need  is  sensible  ad¬ 
ministration  of  the  act. 

Mr,  President,  there  is  a  sound  basis 
for  ffie  adoption  of  my  amendment. 
WI .  i  we  are  faced  with  is  a  specific  need 


for  which  a  specific  remedy  is  required. 
There  are  well-known  procedures  which 
agriculture  has  followed,  and  which, 
under  this  bill,  the  Department  of  Labor 
can  and  should  follow.  If  that  be  done, 
the  overhead  will  be  reduced  to  a  min¬ 
imum,  as  it  has  been  during  the  period 
since  World  War  II,  when  labor  has  been 
able  to  carry  this  additional  load  at  dis¬ 
tant  points;  and  we  shall  not  be  faced 
with  mounting  costs. 

It  is  not  the  purpose,  as  I  understand, 
to  have  the  Government  enter  into  the 
establishment  of  child-care  centers,  or 
undertake  the  socialization  of  the  labor¬ 
ers,  or  anything  of  that  kind.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  is  to  be  a  recruiting  and  trans¬ 
portation  agent.  The  farmer  is  the  em¬ 
ployer.  The  laborer  imported  is  seeking 
work.  When  he  leaves  the  border,  he 
knows  where  he  is  going;  he  knows  what 
wages  he  is  going  to  get;  he  knows  who 
his  employers  are,  and  there  is  no  rea¬ 
son  for  any  loss  of  time  or  for  the  build¬ 
ing  of  any  great  motels,  and  what  have 
you,  here,  there,  and  yonder,  to  hold 
labor  while  the  farmers  come  and  look 
them  over  as  they  might  look  over  stock 
in  stock  yards.  Let  the  employer  dis¬ 
charge  his  obligation;  let  him  make  his 
contract  with  its  specific  obligations. 
The  only  thing  this  amendment  will  do 
will  be  to  take  off  the  farmers  at  points 
distant  from  the  Mexican  border  a  part 
of  the  added  cost  which  Mexican  labor 
will  represent  in  those  distant  places. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  additional  cost  to 
the  Government  for  providing  Mexican 
farm  labor  to  be  employed  at  points  in 
Oregon,  Washington,  Minnesota,  or  Illi¬ 
nois  would  be  primarily  one  of  transpor¬ 
tation,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  A  reception  center  does 
not  necessarily  mean,  as  the  Senator  has 
stated,  the  building  of  motels  or  accom¬ 
modations.  A  reception  center  would  be 
a  point  where  the  employer  could  per¬ 
haps  simply  meet  the  train. 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  And  pick  up  the  per¬ 
sons  who  are  to  work  on  his  place. 

Mr.  CORDON.  It  may  well  be,  if  I 
may  interrupt  the  Senator,  that  on  their 
trips  the  employees  may  never  reach  that 
point.  They  may  come  to  the  first  point 
of  their  employment  before  they  reach 
the  center,  and  that  is  where  their  em¬ 
ployer  would  meet  them. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  think,  perhaps,  centers 
could  be  authorized,  one  or  two  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  and  perhaps  in  Utah, 
Colorado,  Illinois,  Michigan,  or  possibly 
other  States,  to  which  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  pay  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation  from  the  border.  If  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  getting  Mexican  labor  is  to  pro¬ 
duce  and  conserve  crops,  then,  of  course, 
the  labor  should  be  supplied  wherever 
the  crops  are  produced  and  harvested. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Exactly. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  would  not  look  for  any 
particular  additional  cost  above  that  of 
transportation  if,  as  the  Senator  says, 
the  program  is  well  administered.  I  do 
not  know  how  many  laborers  the  North- 
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west  may  require.  It  depends  on  the 
weather. 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  If  there  is  not  a  large 
crop,  a  large  number  of  laborers  will  not 
be  required.  If  there  is  a  large  crop, 
several  thousand  laborers  might  be  re¬ 
quired.  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  figure  has  been 
variously  estimated  at  from  6,000  to 
8,000  at  the  maximum. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  assuming  a  fair, 
average  season? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Yes. 

Mr.  AIKEN  I  do  not  think  it  is  nec¬ 
essary,  simply  because  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  designates  a  point  as  a  center, 
to  go  to  any  great  expense  in  erecting 
new  buildings  which  might  not  be  needed 
at  all. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  appreciate  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  view. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  center  would  be  the 
point  to  which  the  Government  could 
legally  pay  the  expenses  of  the  laborer. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  my  view.  I 
can  see  no  reason  for  changing  what 
has  been  found  to  be  a  satisfactory 
procedure  for  the  handling  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  from  the  standpoint  of  both  the  em¬ 
ployer  and  the  employee. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  Oregon  concedes,  however, 
does  he  not,  that  until  the  employers 
take  over,  at  the  centers,  the  Mexican 
laborers  who  have  been  sent  there,  the 
United  States  Government  must  pay  for 
the  sustenance  of  the  labobers?  The 
Senator  will  agree  to  that,  will  he  not? 

Mr.  CORDON.  There  can  be  no  ques¬ 
tion  about  that. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  could  be  handled 
by  the  Government’s  not  shipping  em¬ 
ployees  to  the  areas  until  it  knows  that 
their  services  will  be  required.  I  do 
not  think  that  agricultural  laborers 
should  be  sent  here,  there,  and  every¬ 
where  around  the  country  on  the  mere 
possibility  that  someone  might  want  to 
hire  them.  I  think  it  should  be  known 
in  advance  how  many  are  needed  and 
where  they  are  needed. 

Mr.  CORDON.  It  would  be  a  terrible 
mistake  if  they  did  not  do  it  that  way. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  According  to  the 
amendment  which  has  been  offered  bjr 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Oregon, 
it  is  specifically  provided  that  reception 
centers  shall  be  established  “for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  and  housing  such 
workers  while  arrangements  are  being 
made  for  their  employment  in,  or  de¬ 
parture  from,  the  continental  United 
States.” 

In  other  words,  as  I  read  the  language, 
it  would  be  possible  for  an  employer  to 
wait  until  the  workers  got  to  the  recep¬ 
tion  centers  and  there  contract  for  them. 
In  the  meantime,  they  would  be  in  the 
hands  of  the  Federal  Government,  at  the 
expense  of  the  Federal  Government, 


Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  agree 
with  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  that 
that  sort  of  silly  administration  could 
be  indulged  in  by  the  Department  of 
Labor,  if  it  desired  to  do  so.  There  is 
absolutely  no  requirement  that  it  be 
done  that  way.  There  is  no  reason  for 
its  being  done  that  way.  The  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  going  to  indulge  in  the 
presumption  that  the  Department  of 
Labor  would  use  common  sense  in  its 
administration  of  the  proposed  act. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
my  colleague. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  pot  true  that  in  the 
past  few  years  in  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
particularly  in  the  Rogue  River  Valley, 
farmers  have  employed  Mexican  labor  in 
the  picking  of  the  crop  and  in  the  proc¬ 
essing  of  the  crop? 

Mr.  CORDON.  It  has  been  done  for 
many  years. 

Mr.  MORSE.  The  employers  have  en¬ 
tered  into  contracts  for  the  number  of 
men  they  needed  before  the  men  were 
ever  shipped  into  our  State.  Is  that  not 
correct? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Always;  except  dur¬ 
ing  World  War  II. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  not  reasonable  to 
assume  and  presume  that  in  the  admin¬ 
istration  of  the  proposed  act  such  a 
common-sense  procedure  will  be  fol¬ 
lowed,  namely,  when,  for  example,  pear 
growers  in  the  Rogue  River  Valley  cer¬ 
tified  that  they  needed  2,000  Mexican 
laborers  to  pick  the  pears  and  pack  the 
pears,  they  would  notify  the  Federal 
officials  to  that  effect,  and  then  enter 
into  an  arrangement  with  them.  There¬ 
upon  notice  would  be  given  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  officials  at  the  border  to  send  to 
Portland,  Oreg.,  for  example,  2,000  or 
2,500  Mexican  laborers,  depending  on 
the  number  of  laborers  who  would  be 
needed  by  the  farmers  to  pick  the  pears. 
Is  it  not  reasonable  to  assume  that  such 
a  common-sense  procedure  would  be 
followed? 

Mr.  CORDON.  No  other  procedure 
would  be  consonant  with  reason.  It  is 
the  settled  practice.  It  is  a  practice 
which  has  been  found  to  be  eminently 
satisfactory.  There  is  no  reason  in  the 
wide  world  for  changing  it. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Is  it  not  true  that  all 
that  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  is 
seeking  to  do  by  his  amendment  is  to 
have  certain  points  of  entry  designated, 
and  to  have  the  Federal  Government  as¬ 
sume  the  cost  of  transportation  to  those 
points  of  the  workers  who  are  required 
to  take  care  of  the  harvest  needs  of  the 
section  of  the  country  which  needs  that 
type  of  help? 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  is  exact¬ 
ly  correct. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Is  it  not  true  that  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  a  large  number  of 
American  workers,  who  were  in  years 
gone  by  available  to  satisfy  the  picking 
season  demands,  have  been  drained  off 


in  one  way  or  another  by  the  defense 
effort? 

Mr.  CORDON.  That  is  the  very  reason 
why  we  are  asking  that  some  action  be 
taken  which  will  aid  the  farmer,  not  in 
the  sense  of  helping  him  make  money 
but  to  do  what  needs  to  be  done.  If  the 
bill  with  the  amendment  should  be  en¬ 
acted,  it  would  still  cost  agriculture  in 
the  Pacific  Northwest  more  per  man  per 
day  than  it  would  cost  if  the  Pacific 
Northwest  could  find  agricultural  labor 
in  its  own  area.  Talk  about  subsidy. 
There  is  no  subsidy  involved. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
one  more  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Does  it  not  therefore  fol¬ 
low  that  if  outside  labor  is  not  made 
available  to  the  Pacific  Northwest  and  to 
certain  other  comparable  areas  in  the 
United  States,  the  farmers  of  America 
will  be  required  and  forced  to  curtail 
their  acreage,  which  would  be  anything 
but  a  contribution  to  the  defense  effort? 

Mr.  CORDON.  It  must  necessarily 
follow  that  otherwise  the  farmer  would 
be  subjected  to  the  cost  of  plowing,  har¬ 
rowing,  planting,  and  tending  of  his  crop 
through  to  harvest  time  and  then  to  a 
dead  loss,  with  nothing  gained. 

Mr.  CAIN.  May  I  burden  the  Senator 
with  one  additional  question? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield  to 
the  Senator  from  Washington. 

Mr.  CAIN.  As  the  Senator  from 
Washington  understands,  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  just  as  desirous 
of  benefiting,  through  the  pending 
amendment,  the  farmers  of  every  region 
in  America  as  he  is  the  farmers  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Of  course,  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  of  necessity  calls  atten¬ 
tion  to  conditions  which  exist  in  the  area 
with  which  he  is  well  acquainted.  That 
the  same  situation  prevails  in  other  areas 
there  can  be  no  doubt.  I  believe,  how¬ 
ever — and  I  wish  to  be  wholly  factual — • 
that  in  some  sections,  notably  on  the 
Atlantic  coast,  there  is  now  in  effect, 
and  will  continue  to  be  in  effect,  special 
contractual  arrangements  with  labor 
from  the  Caribbean  area,  which  satisfy 
the  additional  needs  of  those  sections. 
If  that  is  not  the  case,  then  the  benefits 
of  this  bill  should  go  to  that  area.  It 
should  go  to  any  area  where  the  need 
is  found  to  exist.  If  I  discuss  the  Pa¬ 
cific  Northwest,  I  do  so  solely  to  indicate 
by  example  the  conditions  which  require 
this  sort  of  temporary  emergency  leg¬ 
islation. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  permit  one  other  intrusion? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Does  it  not  follow,  if  the 
amendment  which  has  been  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  should  be 
adopted,  that  farmers  in  every  section 
of  the  country  could  benefit  from  the 
amendment  if  the  conditions  covered  in 
the  amendment  prevailed  in  such  other 
areas? 

Mr.  CORDON.  Without  question. 

Mr.  President,  I  said  a  minute  ago  the 
argument  probably  would  be  made  that 
the  amendment  would  set  up  a  subsidy 
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for  agriculture.  I  wish  to  dwell  on  that 
point  for  a  moment.  Let  us  assume  the 
operation  of  the  bill,  with  the  amend¬ 
ment  included.  Again  I  refer  to  the 
Pacific  Northwest.  We  may  assume  a 
reception  center  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  my  exam¬ 
ple,  I  will  assume  it  is  located  in  Port¬ 
land,  Greg.,  which  is  reasonably  centrally 
located  to  the  State  of  Washington,  the 
State  of  Oregon,  and  the  western  por¬ 
tion  of  Idaho.  That  reception  center 
would  be  the  geographical  point  to  which 
the  Government  would  be  obligated  to 
pay  costs  of  transportation  of  incoming 
workers,  and  from  which  it  would  pay 
the  cost  of  transportation  of  returning 
workers.  It  would  serve  little  other  pur¬ 
pose. 

The  farmers  in  the  over-all  area  have 
long  had  associations  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  migratory  labor,  and  particu¬ 
larly  foreign  labor.  The  use  of  such  as¬ 
sociations  is  recognized  in  the  bill,  and 
provision  is  made  for  dealing  with  asso- 
c'o.tions  rather  than  individual  farmers, 
if  that  is  found  to  be  advisable.  Such 
associations  now  exist.  They  represent 
aT  types  of  agriculture  which  find  sea¬ 
sonal  periods  when  they  need  additional 
labor;  and  when  those  periods  come  they 
reed  it  immediately.  In  the  fruit  area  a 
day  will  come  in  the  picking  of  pears 
when  pears  must  be  picked.  Two  days 
later  there  is  no  need  to  pick  them.  They 
c;".mot  be  saved.  They  must  be  picked 
c:i  the  day  when  they  are  ready  to  be 
picked. 

The  associations  have  in  them  mem¬ 
bership,  groups  representing  each  of  the 
several  agricultural  industries.  There 
is  one  in  the  fruit  area,  let  us  say,  in  the 
pear  area  of  the  Rogue  River;  another 
in  the  bean  area  in  the  Willamette  Val¬ 
ley;  another  in  the  area  where  peas  are 
planted  and  harvested  by  the  tens  of 
thousands  of  acres,  in  the  wheat  section 
cf  southeastern  Washington,  northeast¬ 
ern  Oregon,  and  western  Idaho;  an¬ 
other  in  the  beet  area;  another  in  the 
Hoed  River  apple  area,  in  the  Wenatchee 
country,  and  so  forth.  Others  are  in  the 
intensively  cultivated  garden  areas 
around  Puget  Sound. 

All  those  areas  are  represented  in  a 
single  association.  The  necessities  are 
worked  out  carefully.  The  timing  is 
worked  out.  The  obligation  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  employer  is  determined  in  ad¬ 
vance.  It  is  an  obligation  to  the  associ¬ 
ation;  and  until  the  association  is  satis¬ 
fied  that  that  obligation  will  be  met,  no 
foreign  workers  or  other  workers  are 
brought  into  the  area.  All  those  things 
are  taken  care  of  in  advance. 

Consequently,  in  that  area,  through 
these  associations,  there  would  be  in 
advance  definite  knowledge  as  to  the 
number  of  additional  workers  needed, 
where  they  were  to  work,  for  whom  they 
were  to  work,  how  long  they  were  to 
work,  and  when  they  would  leave  one 
point  to  go  to  another.  They  would  fol¬ 
low  the  seasonal  rotation  of  crops 
through  the  Pacific  Northwest,  begin¬ 
ning  within  the  next  2  months  and  run¬ 
ning  through  until  late  fall.  That  will 
all  be  done. 

But,  Mr.  President,  the  point  I  wish 
to  make  is  that  those  workers  will  receive 


the  going  wage  established  in  the  par¬ 
ticular  area  for  the  work  which  they  do. 
It  is  the  highest  wage  in  agriculture 
known  in  the  United  States.  The  for¬ 
eign  worker  will  receive  just  what  his 
domestic  colleague  will  receive  in  the 
same  area  for  doing  the  same  work. 

There  will  be  adequate  housing  wher¬ 
ever  the  workers  go,  because  that  has 
been  taken  care  of  in  the  past  and  is 
maintained.  The  difference  to  the 
farmer,  is  that  when  he  employs  local 
domestic  labor  he  does  not  have  to  pay 
costs  of  transportation.  He  pays  the 
laborer  when  the  laborer  appears  on  the 
job,  and  he  pays  him  until  he  finishes 
the  job.  Then  the  laborer  is  on  his  own. 
In  this  case  the  employer  must  pay  his 
pro  rata  share  of  the  cost  of  transporta¬ 
tion  from  the  point  of  reception  to  his 
farm,  wherever  it  may  be,  and  trans¬ 
portation  returning.  Those  additional 
costs  are  added  to  the  going  wage  rates, 
and  represent  additional  costs  to  the 
agriculture  of  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
even  under  the  provisions  of  my  amend¬ 
ment. 

So  we  cannot  say  that  the  Government 
is  giving  anything  to  agriculture  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest — not  a  thin  dime. 
The  Government’s  necessities  have 
drained  the  manpower  away.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  now  seeks  to  find  a  substitute 
for  that  manpower,  and  agriculture  says, 
“I  will  help  to  foot  the  bill,  but  I  cannot 
foot  it  all.” 

If  we  are  to  talk  about  subsidies,  let 
us  take  a  look  around  the  rest  of  the 
country.  Today  we  are  entering  into 
contracts  running'  into  hundreds  of 
millions — yes,  billions — of  dollars  for  de¬ 
fense.  That  defense  is  valueless  unless 
food  is  available.  So  if  industrial  con¬ 
tracts  represent  defense,  so  does  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  food.  This  is  a  call  predi¬ 
cated  on  defense.  We  are  entering  into 
contracts  throughout  the  United  States. 
What  arrangements  do  we  make?  What 
arrangements  have  Congress  provided 
authority  for  making? 

First,  when  we  enter  into  a  contract 
with  industry,  and  industry  cannot  pro¬ 
duce  because  it  does  not  have  the  ca¬ 
pacity  for  the  additional  production,  we 
either  build  for  industry  and  permit  in¬ 
dustry  to  operate  the  Government  equip¬ 
ment  and  the  Government  facilities,  or 
we  go  to  the  Treasury  and  furnish  the 
money  to  industry  to  build  for  itself. 
In  the  first  place,  we  will  lend  industry 
the  money.  We  will  give  it  special  al¬ 
locations  so  that  it  can  do  the  job.  We 
will  give  it  sufficient  contracts  so  that 
it  will  know  that  it  will  get  its  principal  , 
back.  In  addition  to  all  that,  we  will 
give  it  a  special  right  to  amortize  the 
whole  of  its  investment  over  a  period 
of  5  years.  If  we  are  to  have  private 
industry,  if  we  are  to  have  freedom  in 
this  country,  we  must  do  something  like 
that.  Faced  with  that  condition,  it  ill 
becomes  anyone  to  cry  “subsidy”  when 
we  seek  to  help  the  farmer  not  to  lose 
quite  as  much  as  he  otherwise  would 
lose. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  yield? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  am  delighted  that  my 
colleague  has  made  the  argument  which 


he  has  just  made,  because  I  think  it  is 
a  complete  answer  to  the  subsidy  charge. 
Yesterday  on  the  floor  of  the  Senate  I 
said,  “Call  it  a  subsidy  if  you  wish;  it  is 
a  vital  part  of  the  cost  of  defense.”  That 
is  what  the  transportation  cost  of  the 
workers  really  is.  It  is  a  part  of  the  de¬ 
fense  program.  We  ought  to  face  it  as 
a  defense  cost,  just  as  we  fac  as  a  de¬ 
fense  cost  the  building  of  a  manufactur¬ 
ing  plant  to  manufacture  war  material. 
We  know  that  contracts  are  made  with 
the  Government,  as  the  Senator  has 
pointed  out,  so  that  the  manufacturer 
will  get  back  within  a  few  short  years 
the  entire  cost  of  the  plant;  and  he  will 
still  own  the  plant,  by  the  way.  All  we 
are  asking  for  in  this  bill  is  the  trans¬ 
portation  cost,  to  enable  agriculture  to 
provide  food  for  the  American  people. 
That  food  will  be  wasted  if  we  do  not 
consider  this  item  a  part  of  the  defense 
cost. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  appreciate  very 
much  the  statement  of  my  colleague.  I 
could  not  agree  with  him  more  com¬ 
pletely. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  no  basis  for 
opposition  to  the  amendment.  Certainly 
these  engaged  in  agriculture  who  hap¬ 
pen  to  have  the  good  fortune  to  be 
located  within  a  short  distance  of  the 
Mexican  border  would  not  want  to  say 
that,  because  of  their  location,  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  should  enact 
this  proposed  legislation,  which,  while  it 
might  appear  general  on  its  face,  as  a 
practical  proposition  is  a  special  prefer¬ 
ment  and  priority  to  those  who  live  in 
the  nearby  area. 

Mr.  President,  if  the  amendment 
should  be  adopted  the  farmers  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  would  still  pay  as 
much  transportation  costs  for  their  labor 
as  would  the  cotton  growers  of  Missouri, 
Oklahoma,  northern  Mississippi,  north¬ 
ern  Louisiana,  or  elsewhere  in  that  area, 
because  they  would  still  have  to  meet  in 
their  entirety  the  long  overland  trans¬ 
portation  costs  back  and  forth.  Let  us 
while  we  talk  equity  do  equity. 

Mr.  President,  there  are  a  number  of 
things  to  which  I  desired  to  call  atten¬ 
tion.  I  shall  in  a  very  few  minutes  close 
my  argument.  I  shall  not  advert  to 
specific  allegations  which  have  appeared 
in  the  Record  and  to  which  I  would  be 
glad  to  give  specific  answers.  If  they  are 
repeated,  however,  I  may  meet  them  one 
by  one.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  this  case 
is  so  fully  met  that  further  argument 
would  be  cumulative,  reiterative,  and  of 
no  value  to  the  discussion. 

I  desire  to  put  into  the  Record  at  this 
time,  Mr.  President,  only  some  of  the 
mileage  distances  that  agriculture  itself 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest  would  have  to 
bear  were  it  to  have  a  reception  point  in 
the  city  of  Portland.  In  the  Seattle  area 
there  would  be  a  total  of  190  miles  one 
way,  running  from  160  to  190  depending 
on  location.  In  eastern  Oregon  and 
western  Idaho  and  the  great  beet-grow¬ 
ing  area,  400  miles.  In  the  Medford  pear 
area  of  the  Rogue  River,  300  miles.  In 
the  Pendleton  area,  where  the  peas  are 
grown  in  the  tens  of  thousands  of  acres, 
219  miles.  In  the  Klamath  area  in 
southern  Oregon,  294  miles.  In  the  We¬ 
natchee  area  up  to  200  or  250  miles. 
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There  are  areas  in  between  where  the 
distances  would  be  less.  The  figures 
represent  one-way  mileage  which  would 
have  to  be  met  in  its  entirety  by  the 
farmers.  To  add  to  that  the  expense  of 
the  two-way  trip  from  the  Mexican  bor¬ 
der  would  create  an  intolerable  burden. 
Agriculture  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  is 
already  required  to  absorb  the  discrimi¬ 
nation  that  distance  from  market  itself 
causes — the  transportation  cost,  and  the 
transportation  cost  east  is  greater  than 
it  is  west.  There  would  be  that  trans¬ 
portation  differential  in  the  first  place. 
To  that  would  have  to  be  added  a  har¬ 
vesting  cost  of  $2  a  day  per  worker  unless 
a  portion  of  that  added  load  is  taken  over 
by  the  Government  as  it  has  absorbed 
other  added  costs  in  other  essential  in¬ 
dustries  where  additional  needs  have 
been  found  to  exist  if  this  country  is  to 
prepare  to  defend  itself. 

Exhibit  1 

Statement  by  Senator  Magntjson  on  Farm 
Labor  Bill,  S.  984 

On  March  12,  Senator  Cain,  Senator  Mur¬ 
ray,  Senator  Welker  and  I  introduced  a  bill 
(S.  1106)  designed  to  give  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  authority  and  funds  with  which  “To 
facilitate  the  obtaining  of  an  adequate  sup¬ 
ply  of  workers  for  the  production  and  har¬ 
vesting  of  agricultural  commodities,  and  for 
other  purposes.”  That  bill  was  much  more 
comprehensive  than  the  bill  now  before  us. 
It  authorized  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to 
provide  minimum  assistance  for  domestic 
migratory  workers.  It  placed  major  empha¬ 
sis  on  full  utilization  of  the  domestic  labor 
force. 

This  was  in  sharp  contrast  to  S.  984,  which 
confines  itself  entirely  to  importation  of  for¬ 
eign  workers — and  then  only  from  Mexico. 

Other  Senators  have,  or  will  present  the 
shortcomings  of  the  legislation  reported  by 
the  committee  as  measured  against  the  over¬ 
all  need  for  corrective  action  in  the  migra¬ 
tory  labor  field.  I,  therefore,  will  not  bur¬ 
den  the  record  by  repeating  their  arguments. 

I  wish  to  call  attention,  however,  to  the 
fact  that  this  bill,  as  it  came  from  the  com¬ 
mittee,  would  not  provide  a  single  iota  of 
help  to  farmers  in  the  Pacific  Northwest, 
the  farmers  in  the  New  England  States,  or  to 
farmers  in  Montana,  the  Dakotas,  Minnesota, 
and  other  States  geographically  removed 
from  the  Mexican  border.  Mr.  President,  in 
my  judgment  this  is  strictly  a  “border  State” 
bill. 

The  Senator  from  Oregon,  Mr.  Cordon,  has 
Introduced  an  amendment  designed  to  cor¬ 
rect  this  feature  of  S.  984.  I  had  prepared 
a  similar  amendment,  but  decided  not  to 
offer  it  since  the  Cordon  amendment  accom¬ 
plishes  the  same  objective.  I,  therefore, 
join  the  senior  Senator  from  Oregon  in  urg¬ 
ing  approval  of  his  recommendation. 

Mr.  President,  unless  the  Cordon  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted,  I  see  no  reason  why  any 
Senator  in  an  agricultural  State  removed 
from  the  Mexican  border  should  support 
this  bill. 

I  want  now  to  review  briefly  some  of  the 
testimony  I  presented  on  this  subject  to 
the  Senate  Agriculture  Committee. 

We  must  have  sufficient  labor  in  the  fields 
to  plant,  cultivate,  and  harvest  the  coming 
crops.  This  is  essential,  both  to  the  welfare 
of  the  individual  farmer  concerned  and  to 
the  national  defense  effort.  If  the  supply  of 
labor  from  normal  sources  is  inaedquate,  we 
must  supplement  it  by  obtaining  workers 
elsewhere. 

The  labor  supply,  even  in  normal  times,  is 
not  uniformly  spread  across  the  country. 
Some  areas  experience  greater  difficulty  than 
others  in  meeting  their  needs.  This  is  par¬ 
ticularly  true  of  that  type  of  labor  which 
has  become  to  be  known  as  stoop  labor. 


As  defense  mobilization  is  accelerated, 
spot  labor  shortages  will  appear.  In  soma 
cases  these  will  be  sectional — in  other  cases, 
regional — and  in  still  others,  merely  State  or 
area  shortages.  The  geographic  location  of 
these  spot  shortages  will  bear  direct  relation¬ 
ship  to  the  location  of  defense  industries.  It 
is  inevitable  that  a  plant  like  Boeing  Air¬ 
craft  Co.  will  draw  the  majority  of  its  new 
workers  from  the  communities  immediately 
adjacent  to  it. 

If  nature  is  permitted  to  take  its  course 
some  farming  communities,  some  farming 
valleys,  some  farming  areas  will  suffer  more 
than  others.  Left  entirely  to  their  own  re¬ 
sources  and  devices,  some  sections  of  the 
country,  where  farming  is  the  chief  occu¬ 
pation,  will  suffer  extraordinary  and  undue 
hardship. 

The  defense  mobilization  effort,  which  cre¬ 
ates  critical  farm  labor  problems  on  a  sec¬ 
tional,  regional,  or  spot  basis,  is  a  national 
effort.  It  is  not  only  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington  or  the  Pacific  Northwest  that  is  mo¬ 
bilizing  for  defense — it  is  the  United  States 
Of  America. 

The  impact  of  defense  mobilization  may  be 
localized.  The  cost  of  defense  mobilization 
and  the  impact  of  the  problems  in  its  wake 
must  be  borne  by  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

Any  legislation  dealing  with  the  farm 
labor  problem  must  be  viewed  from  a  na¬ 
tional,  rather  than  a  sectional  point  of  view. 
States  bordering  on  Mexico  may  not  need  as 
much  assistance  as  States  like  my  own — 1,500 
miles  from  the  border.  I  am  confident,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  delegations  from  Texas,  Ari¬ 
zona,  New  Mexico,  and  California  will  agree 
with  me,  that  a  problem  created  by  a  na¬ 
tional  effort  demands  equality  of  treatment 
as  among  sister  States  of  the  Union. 

To  pass  legislation  here  in  the  National 
Congress  which  solves  the  problem  of  the 
border  States  but  leaves  unsolved  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  Minnesota,  the  Dakotas,  Montana, 
Washington,  Oregon,  Idaho,  the  New  England 
States,  and  others  would  be  indefensible  in 
my  opinion. 

To  summarize  this  portion  of  my  re¬ 
marks — I  think  we  must  augment  our  do¬ 
mestic  farm  labor  supply  with  some  foreign 
workers  in  the  coming  crop  season.  Any 
legislation  on  the  subject  should  be  na¬ 
tional — not  sectional — in  scope  and  in  actual 
application.  Some  States,  some  regions  of 
the  country  will  be  harder  hit  than  others. 
A  reasonable  part  of  the  additional  burden 
thrown  upon  farm  producers  in  this  area, 
should  be  borne  by  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 
Since  transportation  of  the  foreign  worker 
from  place  of  recruitment  to  place  of  need 
represents  a  significant  part  of  the  additional 
cost,  the  Federal  Government  should  assume 
that  portion  which  most  nearly  represents 
the  defense-created  problem. 

Now,  just  a  brief  comment  on  the  specific 
problem  of  Northwest  growers.  Principal 
sources  of  foreign  or  off-shore  workers  are 
Hawaii,  Mexico,  and  Puerto  Rico.  The  dis¬ 
tance  from  these  places  of  need  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  ranges  from  1,500  to  3,000  miles. 
Cost  of  transporting  workers  from  these 
points  of  recruitment  to  places  of  need  and 
return  ranges  from  $100  to  $160. 

With  these  figures  in  mind  consider  the 
estimate  of  need.  Best  calculations  place 
our  Washington,  Idaho,  Oregon  need  for  out- 
of-area  workers  at  7,000-8,000.  If  even  one- 
half  this  number  comes  from  off-shore  or 
foreign  sources,  the  additional  cost  to  Pacific 
Northwest  agriculture  ranges  from  $400,000 
to  $640,000.  If  all  were  obtained  from  out- 
of-country  sources,  the  cost  ranges  from 
$800,000  to  $1,200,000. 

Not  only  is  this  additional  cost  a  burden 
on  the  individual  growers,  it  also  represents 
a  ball  and  chain  his  products  must  carry 
into  the  market  place  where  Northwest  crops 
compete  with  those  grown  in  border  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  close  by  urging,  again, 
adoption  of  the  Cordon  amendment. 


Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  since  I  shall 
necessarily  be  absent  from  the  floor  for 
a  few  moments  in  attendance  of  a  meet¬ 
ing  the  Armed  Services  Committee,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that,  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon]  is  acted  upon  before  I  return, 
a  brief  statement  by  me  in  support  of 
the  Cordon  amendment  may  be  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

PROPOSED  WITHDRAWAL  FROM  KOREA 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  submit  the  con¬ 
current  resolution,  which  I  send  to  the 
desk  and  ask  to  have  read. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Stennis  in  the  chair).  Without  objec¬ 
tion  the  resolution  will  be  received  and 
read. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  30),  as 
follows: 

Whereas  on  June  27,  1950,  the  Security 
Council  of  the  United  Nations  recommended 
by  resolution  that  “Members  of  the  United 
Nations  furnish  such  assistance  to  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Korea  as  may  be  necessary  to  re¬ 
pel  the  armed  attack  and  to  restore  inter¬ 
national  peace  and  security  in  the  area”; 
and 

Whereas  on  July  7,  1950,  the  Security 
Council  of  the  United  Nations  by  resolution 
requested  that  the  nations  supplying  forces 
and  other  assistance  to  the  Republic  of  Ko¬ 
rea  be  put  under  a  unified  command  headed 
by  the  United  States  and  also  requested  the 
United  States  to  designate  the  commander 
of  such  forces;  and  * 

Whereas  subsequent  events  have  shown 
that  the  members  of  the  United  Nations — 
with  a  very  few  exceptions — have  been 
dilatory  in  carrying  out  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  the  Security  Council  of  that  organi¬ 
zation;  and 

Whereas  on  February  1,  1951,  the  General 
Assembly  of  the  United  Nations  declared  by 
resolution  that  Communist  China  was  an 
aggressor  in  Korea;  and 

Whereas  the  overwhelming  proportion  of 
the  troops  and  materiel  furnished  by  United 
Nations  members  in  response  to  the  Security 
Council  resolution  of  June  27,  1950,  have 
been  furnished  by  the  United  States;  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  ( the  House  of 
Representatives  concurring),  That  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Congress: 

That,  unless,  within  30  days  of  the  passage 
of  this  resolution  the  members  of  the  United 
Nations  have  given  to  the  commander  in 
chief,  United  Nations  forces  in  Korea,  satis¬ 
factory  evidence  that  both  troops  and  ma¬ 
teriel,  in  such  proportion  to  member  re¬ 
sources  as  he,  after  consultation,  shall  de¬ 
termine,  are  promptly  forthcoming,  the 
President  shall  recommend  the  withdrawal 
of  United  States  Armed  Forces  from  Korea 
to  Japan  and  Formosa;  and 

That  a  treaty  of  peace  with  Japan  should 
be  concluded  without  delay;  and 

That  the  President  shall  employ  the  Armed 
Forces  of  the  United  States  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  defend  the  islands  of  Japan  and 
Formosa  against  armed  attack: 

Provided,  however,  That,  if  for  strategic 
or  other  reasons  it  is  decided  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  that  the  Armed  Forces  of  the  United 
States  should  remain  in  Korea,  then  it  is  the 
sense  of  the  Congress — 

That  the  President  should  order  the  four 
divisions  of  United  States  troops  which  are 
now  scheduled  to  go  to  Europe  be  sent  to 
Korea  instead;  and 

That  the  United  States  representative  to 
the  United  Nations  and  representative  in  the 
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Security  Council  should  be  instructed  to 
oppose,  and  if  necessary,  veto  the  admission 
of  the  Chinese  Communist  regime  to  mem¬ 
bership  in  the  United  Nations. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  what 
is  the  reason  for  this  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion?  I  favor  the  MacArthur  proposal 
for  winning  the  war.  As  General  Mac¬ 
Arthur  so  properly  stated,  the  United 
States  at  best  can  only  expect  a  stale¬ 
mate  war  in  Korea  under  the  policy  being 
followed  by  President  Truman  and  Sec¬ 
retary  Acheson.  Victory  in  Korea  is  im¬ 
possible  unless  the  United  States  takes  a 
much  stronger  action  against  Commu¬ 
nist  China.  This  should  include  a  bomb¬ 
ing  of  Chinese  bases  in  Manchuria  and 
the  use  of  Chinese  Nationalist  troops  on 
Formosa  to  open  up  a  guerrilla  war  on 
the  Chinese  mainland.  Senators  will 
notice  I  said — to  open  up  a  guerrilla  war 
on  the  Chinese  mainland.  I  do  not  want 
anyone  to  say  that  I  am  advocating  the 
use  of  United  States  forces  in  opening 
up  a  front  on  the  Chinese  mainland,  but 
for  the  Chinese  Nationalist  troops  to 
open  up  a  guerrilla  war  on  the  Chinese 
mainland.  Chinese  Nationalist  troops 
should  also  be  used  in  the  United  Nations 
Army  in  Korea. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  bombing  of 
Manchurian  bases  will  necessarily  bring 
Soviet  Russia  actively  into  the  conflict. 
Red  China  already  is  in  it.  The  opening 
of  a  guerrilla  war  on  the  mainland  would 
force  Red  China  to  divert  large  numbers 
of  its  troops  to  engage  those  of  Chiang 
Kai-shek’s  Nationalist  forces,  who  are 
experienced,  trained  soldiers,  and  who 
have  demonstrated  in  the  past  their 
ability  to  fight  the  Chinese  Communists, 

The  limited-war  concept  espoused  by 
the  administration  bars  any  victory. 
The  only  end  to  such  a  limited  war  can 
be  an  appeasement  settlement.  That 
can  be  the  only  possible  way  the  Korean 
War  can  be  settled  on  the  basis  of  the 
policy  now  being  adopted  by  this  admin¬ 
istration. 

The  only  alternatives  is  fighting  for¬ 
ever;  a  course  which  means  the  sacrific¬ 
ing  of  additional  thousands  of  American 
boys  in  a  way  which  the  American  public 
should  not  and  will  not  countenance. 

Mr.  President,  at  this  point  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  have  printed  in 
the  Record  an  article  from  this  week’s 
United  States  News  and  World  Report. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Averell  Harriman,  special  assistant  to  Mr. 
Truman,  is  credited  with  having  recom¬ 
mended  the  summary  dismissal  of  Gen, 
Douglas  MacArthur  without  a  hearing  or  an 
opportunity  to  take  formal  leave  of  his  com¬ 
mand.  Dean  Acheson,  Secretary  of  State, 
concurred  in  the  policy  that  the  President 
followed. 

The  United  States  Joint  Chiefs  of  Stag  did 
agree  that  recall  of  General  MacArthur  prob¬ 
ably  was  necessary,  but  did  not  endorse  or 
recommend  the  method  of  dismissal,  which 
was  without  precedent  in  military  procedure. 
None  of  the  amenities  was  shown  a  com¬ 
mander  who  had  given  52  years  of  service 
to  the  Government. 

Gen.  Omar  Bradley,  chairman  of  the  Joint 
Chiefs,  was  asked  by  the  White  House  to 
make  the  speech  denying  that  the  group 
agreed  with  General  MacArthur  on  military 
policy  in  the  Far  East.  That  speech  was 


cleared  before  delivery  by  Dean  Busk,  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  State. 

General  MacArthur  is  unlikely  to  accept 
any  of  the  many  jobs  being  offered  him  in 
private  industry.  The  general,  instead,  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  express  his  opinions  on  some  of 
the  developing  military  and  diplomatic 
issues. 

It  was  in  January  1951  that  the  United 
States  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  indicated  agree¬ 
ment  with  MacArthur  on  the  military  strat¬ 
egy  for  conducting  war  in  Korea. 

With  General  MacArthur  fired,  the  White 
House  group  is  getting  set  to  put  into  effect  a 
number  of  the  recommendations  that  the 
general  had  favored.  There  is  beginning  to 
be  doubt  concerning  the  political  popularity 
of  a  plan  that  calls  for  United  States  troops 
to  move  up  and  down  Korea  while  casualties 
go  on  endlessly. 

If  the  armies  of  Communist  China  persist 
in  staging  offensives  in  Korea  they  may  be¬ 
come  the  first  armies  to  get  a  taste  of  atomic- 
artillery  shells. 

Lt.  Gen.  Albert  C.  Wedemeyer,  nearly  5 
years  too  late  for  the  effect  he  expected,  is 
finding  that  the  United  States  Government 
is  accepting  his  idea  for  giving  military  aid 
and  direction  to  the  forces  of  Chiang  Kai- 
shek.  General  Wedemeyer,  who  was  over¬ 
ruled,  wanted  to  bolster  Chiang  while  he 
still  held  most  of  China. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
also  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  cer¬ 
tain  paragraphs  which  I  have  marked, 
which  appear  in  the  United  States  News 
and  World  Report  Newsgram  for  May  4, 
1951,  under  the  heading  “Tomorrow.” 

There  being  no  objection,  the  marked 
paragraphs  were  ordered  to  be  printed 
in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Out  of  the  argument,  the  sound,  and  ex¬ 
citement,  a  few  facts  seem  clear: 

War  in  Korea  cannot  be  won  by  UN  under 
existing  rules.  Communists,  alone,  enjoy  an 
opportunity  in  Korea  to  try  for  a  real  de¬ 
cision. 

Rules,  explained  publicly  to  the  enemy, 
permit  UN  forces  to  move  only  a  few  miles 
above  the  middle  of  Korea.  The  same  rules 
permit  Communists  to  drive  United  States 
troops  into  the  sea,  if  they  can.  Rules,  un¬ 
der  which  United  States  troops  fight,  are  in¬ 
fluenced  by  other  nations  that  supply  few 
troops  of  their  own. 

Casualties,  taken  largely  by  Americans  on 
the  UN  side,  can  go  on  and  on.  UN  troops 
•are  permitted  to  advance  a  limited  num¬ 
ber  of  miles.  Then  Communists  are  per¬ 
mitted  to  build  their  forces  to  push  the  UN 
back.  After  that,  the  UN  makes  another 
limited  push,  then  waits  to  be  pushed  back. 

It  all  can  go  on  forever  unless  or  until  the 
rules  are  changed. 

Actually,  the  rules  will  gradually  be 
changed  as  MacArthur  wanted. 

Communist  armies  will  be  stopped,  cut  up. 
Communists,  going  back  next  time,  are  not 
likely  to  be  allowed  to  rebuild  their  strength 
unmolested. 

Bombing  of  Chinese  bases  is  nearer  than 
it  was.  Blockade  is  likely  to  be  forced.  Idea 
that  non-Communists  should  go  on  supply¬ 
ing  China  with  20  to  30  shiploads  of  -sup¬ 
plies  a  week,  plus  all  that  moves  through 
Hong  Kong  and  Macao,  so  that  Communists 
can  be  able  to  fight  better,  won’t  always  sit 
well.  General  MacArthur  didn’t  like  that — 
supplying  an  enemy  with  means  to  kill. 

Arming  of  non- Communist  Chinese  will 
be  tried,  too.  That’s  starting.  United  States 
Navy  won’t  always  be  under  orders  to  shoot 
non-Communists  on  Formosa  who  may  want 
to  fight  against  the  Communists  who  are 
fighting  against  Americans. 

War,  in  other  words,  is  very  likely  to  take 
the  course  that  MacArthur  is  convinced  that 
it  will  take,  even  though  President  Tru¬ 
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man  says  he  objects.  Wars,  as  we’ve  pointed 
out  before,  have  a  habit  of  expanding,  not 
contracting. 

If  you  want  to  know  something  else  that’s 
probably  coming,  it’s  this: 

Someone  in  United  States  is  going  to  look 
around  the  world.  He’ll  notice  that  not  a 
Russian  is  fighting  anyplace,  although  the 
world  is  in  quite  a  turmoil. 

Then  the  American  will  see  that  Russians 
provide  the  guns,  the  agitators,  the  argu¬ 
ments  for  others  who  do  the  fighting  on 
their  side.  He’ll  notice,  too,  that  Ameri¬ 
cans  do  most  of  the  fighting  on  our  side,  as 
well  as  supplying  guns. 

The  thought  wifi  dawn  that  maybe  in  the 
world  there  are,  those  who  are  actively  on 
our  side,  who  might  be  encouraged  to  see 
rewards  and  opportunities  for  being  active 
non-Communists  just  as  Russia  finds  plenty 
of  Communists.  It  may  be  that  peoples,  if 
given  the'  means,  if  organized,  supplied  with 
missions,  encouraged,  would  be  as  willing  to 
fight  Communists  as  Communists  seem  will¬ 
ing  to  fight  them.  Then  American  troops 
might  not  have  the  major  burden. 

It’s  just  something  more  to  think  about. 
Its  practical  side  is  found  in  Formosa  and 
Korea  where  potential  soldiers  go  to  waste. 
It  is  much  the  same  story  all  around  the 
world  where  Communists  are  making  gains. 
Russians  already  are  training  Germans  for 
war.  They  would  like  to  train  Japanese. 

Mr.  CAPEHART.  Mr.  President,  I 
hold  in  my  hand  an  article  entitled  “The 
War  That’s  Not  a  War,”  appearing  in 
the  May  5,  1951,  issue  of  United  States 
News  and  World  Report.  At  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  article  we  find  the  follow¬ 
ing  set  forth: 

No  wonder  people  are  confused  about  the 
war  in  Asia. 

United  States,  helping  Chiang’s  army  on 
Formosa,  won’t  let  it  fight. 

Britain,  fighting  Chinese  Communists, 
wants  to  give  them  Formosa,  seat  them  in  the 
UN,  keep  up  diplomatic  friendship. 

Allies  agree  on  Korea,  disagree  on  Formosa 
and  other  trouble  spots.  Fighting  Commu¬ 
nists  depends  on  where  the  fight  is. 

Mr.  President,  the  article  is  three  pages 
in  length.  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
it  may  be  printed  at  this  point  in  the 
Record,  as  a  part  of  my  remarks 

There  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

The  War  That’s  Not  a  War — Mysteries  of 
Far  Eastern  Policy  Deepen 

No  wonder  people  are  confused  about  the 
war  in  Asia. 

United  States,  helping  Chiang’s  army  on 
Formosa,  won’t  let  it  fight. 

Britain,  fighting  Chinese  Communists, 
wants  to  give  them  Formosa,  seat  them  in  the 
UN,  keep  up  diplomatic  friendship. 

Allies  agree  on  Korea,  disagree  on  Formosa 
and  other  trouble  spots.  Fighting  Commu¬ 
nists  depends  on  where  the  fight  is. 

Military  advisers  from  United  States  are  to 
start  now  to  train  the  men  in  armies  of 
Chiang  Kai-shek  on  the  island  of  Formosa. 
Arms,  too,  are  to  flow  from  United  States  to 
Chiang’s  forces.  The  priorities  related  to 
Formosa  will  be  as  high  as  those  for  arms 
to  Europe. 

There  are  an  estimated  600,000  Chinese 
soldiers,  300,000  of  them  potential  combat 
soldiers,  under  Chiang.  These  soldiers  repre¬ 
sent  a  regime  that  holds  membership  in  the 
United  Nations.  Yet  the  United  States  Navy 
is  used  to  make  sure  that  none  of  the  Chi¬ 
nese  soldiers  on  Formosa  get  to  China  or  go 
to  Korea  where  other  Chinese  are  waging 
war  on  the  United  Nations.  Dean  Acheson, 
Secretary  of  State,  emphasized  that  the 
United  States  Navy  will  continue  to  blockade 
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1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1952.  The  Appropriations 
this  bill,  H.  R.  3973  (H*  Rent#  421).  Rep.  Andersen  resei 
order  on  the  bill.  (p.  4994*)  Majority  Whip  Priest,  anj 
be  general  debate  on  the  bill  Tiles.,  May  8,  and  that  reading  of  the  bill  for 
amendment  will  begin  Wed.  under  the  5-minute  rule  (p.  5040). 

Representatives  of  the  Department  agencies  h§c ve  been  advised  in  detail  of 
the  Committee’s  actions  on  the  Budget  estimates  for  this  Department.  Couies  of 
the  bill  and  report  will  be  distributed  as  soon  as  received,  pursuant  to  a 
distribution  list  that  has  been  Worked  out  with  the  Department  agencies*  In 
general,  copies  should  be  obtained  through  the  agency  budget  .offices  rather 
than  from  this  office. 

At  the  end  of  this  Digest  is  a  suinlaary  comparison  of  the  Committee  actions 


with  the  1952  Budget  estimates  and  jtfith  total  anticipated  funds  available  in 
19 51 1  and  excerots  from  the  committee  renortv 


K. 


2.  INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1952.  Passed  with  amendments  this  -bill, 
R.  3^80  (pp.  4994-50 3S)v"’  Agreed  to  several  amehijlment s,  including  these: 

By  Rep.  Taber,  to  retire  the  Civil  Service  Commission  item  by  $1,050,000,  by 

a  93“55  vote  (PW*  5010-11).  •  \ 

By  Rep.  McGregor v/to  prohibit  use  of  GSA  appropriations  for  moving  Govern¬ 
ment  agenc  ie  g '  exc ept .  wi th i n  D.  C.  (pp.  5017-18)  . 

By  Rea,  Will i^fns ,  Miss.,  to  reduce  the  GSA  general  supply  fund  item  by 

$i,426,op<5  (p#  501S).  T  •  .  X 

By  Rea*  Phillips,  to  reduce  the  emergency  fund  for  the  Preside*^  item  from 
$12J00,000~to  $1,000,000,  by  a  160-128  vote  (pp.  5031-2,  5037). 

By  R^sf'.  Smith,  Vis.,  to  prohibit  use  of  funds  in  this  bill  ’’for  publicity  or 
_ Uganda  purposes  designed  to  support  or  defeat -legislation  pending 
,r-  before  the  Congress"  (p.  5035). 

/®y  Rep •  Jensen,  to  permit  use  of  this  bill's  funds  to  fill  only  25 1  of  the 
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\  - . -  vacancies.  wit h  certain,  excrop ti-o ns > :  "by- a-  13&- 9-4-  vote  (pp*  50 35“^)  • 

... .  He  j acted- .  several,',  a'faen  aments',  ■  including-  the  •  f o llowi  ng: 

,  .%r-.Rep,  Miller,  Cal  if  •»,  to  .eliminate;  the  rider  regarding  payment  for  ai 

-  - '  y  leave  (pp.'  5033-^)  •  ;■ 

,  By  Hep.  Coudert,  to  reduce  TVA  by  $12,000,000,  "by. a  fl~91  vote  Cpp*  502^~9)* 

AEASKA-LAKDS*  Received  from, the.. Interior  Department'  a  proposed  hill  "to-  provide 
for  the  classification  of  the  public  lands  in  Alaska”;  to  Interior  and  Insular 
Affairs  Committee  (p.  5Q4-7).  / 

AEjGOHOIj*  »  -Redei^acL- from  the ‘Treasury  Department  a  Proposed  'hill  ’  "to  .amend  the 
federal -Alcohol  Administration  Act”;  to  Interstate  and  Foreign’ Commerce  Commit¬ 
tee  (p*  5047) V  -  .<  • 

-ADJ0UH1I5D  -until  'Mon.  ,-  $ay  'J  ‘(p*  '5'0'47)*' '  ‘Legisl at iv e  -program  /of  this  week,  as 
■  -announced  'by  Majority  %Vhip  Priest!  '  Mon.,  displaced  .persons',,  estate  and  gift 

-  ■‘taxes;  Dues,  and  until  disposed  of,  agricultural  appropriation  hill;  sometime 

during  week,  India-add  hill  (p.  ^oUo)  •  . ■ 

:  ' .  •  ■  -  •  ■  ■  \  . '  .  .  .  /  .  .  •  ■  - 

FARM  LABOR.  Continued  debate  bn  S.  984,  to  authorize  the.  importation  from.  Mexi¬ 
co  of  farm  workers,  agreeing,  to'  vote  on  the  hill  pn  I-Ionday,.  May.  ?.  (ppv>9Jo-7). 
Sen.  Bllendor  inserted  his  letter  to  the  Washington  Post  staling  that  while 
S.  934  may  differ  from  the  conclu signs,  of  the  Presidents  Commission  on  Migra¬ 
tory  Labor,  "it  docs  not  ignore  or  flout  that  Commissions  report"  (pp.  4080-1). 
Sens.  Douglas  and  Morse  submitted  amendments .  they  intnnd  to  propose  to  this 

hill  '(pp.  4963,  4975).  ‘  . '  '■  *  :  ' 


SaPORI'  COITMROLS.  Passed  without  amendment  and*  without  debate  S.  J.  Res-  5P»  to 
continue  authoritv' for  .export  controls' tint il  June  3Q,  1.953.  (p*  4967)*  MM* 
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10. 


11. 


12. 
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FOHBIGrM  AID.  Sen.  MSCarran,  ilev. ,  inserted  hi©  Statement  favoring  the  shipment 
of  grain  to  India  only  on  - a  loan  ha  sis ,  and  submitted  an  amendment  he  intends 
to. propose  (for  himself  and  Sens*  3 ridges  and  Ferguson)  to  the  grain-to-India 
hill,  S.  872,  to  provide  for  assistance  on  a  loan  basis  (pp.  4984—5).* 

BS5F  PRICES.  Sen.  McCar.raii  inserted  his  statement .  criticizing. .the  recent.  OPS 
.  ? order ' on  meat  prices  and- favoring 'the  rescinding  of  the  roll-back  regulation 
on  beef  (pp*  49  3  6— 7)  v 

PRICES.  ■•'Discussed /and  passed-  over,  on  the  objection  of  Sen.  McFarland,  (for  Sens. 
.’Long  'and  'Douglas) ,  S.-  7197  to  clarify  the -.RoblnSon-Patman  Act  y.ith  regard  to 
.  price  differencials  made  in  good'  faith  .(pp ..  4967”9)  *  •  '  V 

DA.LRY  IOT-S1PY'.  Sen.  O’  Conor  inserted  his  statement  congratulating  the  ice-cream 
industry  ph  the  centennial  of  i-t's- founding  (p.  4987).* 

-  '  ’■  7 M-M. -  ■■  "  ’MM  M  ' 

F0PHI ClMo'BADP .  Sen.  0  ’Conor  inserted  his  statement  favoring  an.  embargo. by  all 
MnHc,id/  rations  members  on  the.1'  shipment'  of  war  materials'  to  Red  China  (pp*  4$£>7*“ 

RisksS.-SHD  until :  Eon.--,  May  7  Cj>*  4-988)  .  '  The  program,  for  the,,  week  is  listed  as  Al¬ 
lows:  Mon.,  farm-labor  bill,  to  be  followed  by-H.'  R.  3587,  'the.  third  supplemen¬ 
tal  appropriation  bill,  ■Mid  possibly'  S.  SJ2,  cmertenc'r  food  a.id  for  India  (p. 
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Xt  this  time  the  column  by  Mr.  Walter 
Ltopmann,  published  in  the  Washington 
Post  of  May  1. 

Th^re  being  no  objection,  the  article 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Today  and  Tomorrow 

(By  Walter  Llppmann) 

STOP,  LOOK,  AND  LISTEN 

In  view  of  what  appears  to  be  coming  In 
the  great  inquiry  which  begins  on  Thursday 
we  must  ask  ourselves  what  Is  going  to  hap¬ 
pen  to  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  They  face 
the  fact  that  there  is  now  to  be  published  an 
only  somewhat  expurgated  version  of  their 
most  secret  papers.  When  they  wrote  or  ap¬ 
proved  these  papers  they  believed  that  these 
papers  would  not  be  published — that  they 
would  be  confidential  for  themselves,  their 
lawful  superiors,  and  the  commanders  in  the 
field  to  whom  they  issued  instructions. 

There  is  no  need  to  guess  now  about  what 
the  publication  of  these  papers  is  going  to 
prove  about  the  best  way  to  conduot  the 
Korean  War.  But  one  does  not  have  to  be  a 
prophet  to  see  what  the  precedent  now  being 
set  is  going  to  do  to  the  conduct  of  the 
United  States  Government. 

We — that  is  to  say  the  administration  and 
the  opposition  and  everyone  else  so  far  as  I 
can  see  except  a  few  stray  dissenters — have 
accepted  the  theory  that  an  officer,  who  disa¬ 
grees  with  his  orders,  may  by  challenging 
the  integrity  of  his  lawful  superiors  com¬ 
pel  them  to  open  up  all  their  files  to  the 
inspection  of  Congress.  According  to  this 
theory  the  congressional  investigators  are  the 
judges  of  what  shall  or  shall  not  be  pub¬ 
lished.  What  they  decide  to  publish  is  to 
be  treated  as  the  evidence  in  a  popular  de¬ 
bate  which  is  to  pass  upon  the  integrity  and 
the  competence  of  the  men  responsible  for 
the  defense  of  the  Nation. 

This  is  the  theory  which  we  are  about 
to  make  into  a  precedent.  It  is  being  done, 
some  say,  in  the  name  of  the  sacred  right  of 
the  people  to  know  all  the  facts.  They  are, 
I  believe,  profoundly  mistaken.  If  this 
theory  goes  unchallenged,  if  what  is  about 
to  be  done  is  accepted  as  a  precedent,  as  one 
of  the  legitimate  usages  of  our  constitutional 
system,  the  effect  will  not  be  to  give  the 
people  access  to  the  truth.  The  effect  will 
be  to  conceal,  to  disguise,  to  falsify  the  truth 
that  is  given  to  the  President  and  to  the 
Congress  and  to  the  people. 

Once  the  precedent  is  set,  it  will  mean 
that  no  paper  in  the  files  of  the  Govern¬ 
ment  can  be  considered  truly  confidential. 
Today,  the  arbiter  of  what  is  and  of  what  is 
not  confidential  happens  to  be  Senator 
Richard'B.  Russell,  of  Georgia,  an  able  and 
judicious  man.  But  if  Senator  Russell  can 
browse  around  in  the  papers  of  the  Chiefs 
of  Staff  and  be  the  arbiter  as  to  whether 
they  have  a  right  to  say  that  this  paper  is 
too  secret  to  be  published,  then  his  succes¬ 
sors  will  also  be  the  arbiters. 

Senator  Russell  is  a  Democrat  who  will 
not  wish  to  injure  fatally  a  Democratic  ad¬ 
ministration.  But  his  successor  might  be 
one  who  did  wish  to  do  Just  that,  and  he 
might  insist,  therefore,  upon  publishing  the 
very  documents' which  Senator  Russell  has 
not  published.  Thus  all  the  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
and  I  might  add  all  other  responsible  of¬ 
ficials,  are  on  notice  from  here  on  out  that 
some  time  or  other  any  document  they  sign 
may  be  published  in  whole  or  in  part,  in  its 
context  or  out  of  its  context. 

What  (vill  this  do  to  the  Chiefs  of  Staff? 
Approximately  what  it  would  do  to  a  boy 
writing  to  his  girl,  to  a  husband  writing  to 
his  uflfe,  to  a  businessman  writing  to  his 
partner,  or  to  Senator  Taft  writing  to  Sena- 
ton* W herr y,  if  they  felt  sure  that  their  let¬ 
ters  were  going  to  be  published — most  prob¬ 
ably  at  the  moment  when  they  would  cause 
the  maximum  embarrassment.  Letters  writ¬ 


ten  with  a  knowledge  that  they  may  be 
published  will  be  the  kind  of  letters  that  are 
written  for  publication.  They  will  be 
phonies  in  that  they  will  say  what  will  look 
as  well  as  possible  in  print.  The  effect  will 
be  to  make  the  formal  papers  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  a  false  front  which  does  not  re¬ 
veal,  which  in  fact  is  designed  to  conceal, 
the  truth.  This  is  already  the  character 
of  some  of  the  paper  work  in  the  Govern¬ 
ment;  it  is  written  with  an  eye  to  the  head¬ 
lines  which  will  be  used  when  and  if  it  is 
published,  and  what  the  official  really  thinks 
has  to  be  ascertained  by  calling  him  on  the 
telephone  or  asking  him  to  lunch.  But  this 
kind  of  disintegration  has  not  presumably 
become  characteristic  as  yet  of  the  papers 
that  deal  with  the  issues  of  life  and  death, 
with  the  military  security  and  the  high  policy 
of  the  United  States. 

But  if  this  evil  precedent  is  set,  that  is  Just 
what  will  happen  to  these  papers.  They  will 
be  written  for  publication  and  they  will  be 
addressed  not  to  the  vital  interests  of  the 
United  States  in  the  long  run  but  to  the 
passions  and  the  prejudices  and  the  igno¬ 
rance  of  the  moment.  The  papers  will  not 
be  worth  reading  if  they  are  written  for  pub¬ 
lication.  In  fact  they  will  be  worse  than  use¬ 
less  in  that  they  will  not  be  honest. 

Those  who  think  that  the  right  of  the 
people  to  know  can  be  met  by  destroying 
the  rules  of  confidence  and  publishing  any¬ 
thing  and- everything  should  ask  themselves 
why  they  think  it  right,  why  they  believe  it 
to  be  part  of  the  very  substances  of  liberty, 
that  some  relations  shall  be  privileged  and 
not  opened  to  publicity;  the  relations  of 
husband  and  wife,  of  lawyer  and  client,  of 
doctor  and  patient,  of  priest  and  his  charges. 
Why  do  we  protect  these  relationships?  Is 
it  mot  in  order  to  protect  our  liberties?  In 
Government  the  relationship  between  the 
civil  power  and  the  military,  between  the 
President  and  his  lawful  military  advisers, 
the  Joint  Chiefs,  is  as  sensitive  and  as  crit¬ 
ical  as  any  of  the  private  relations  that  we 
protect.  On  the  integrity  of  the  relation 
between  the  President  and  his  advisers  may 
depend  the  life  of  the  Nation.  That  rela¬ 
tion  must  be  destroyed,  it  will  be  destroyed, 
if  the  privilege  of  confidence  is  taken  away. 

SUPPLYING  OP  AGRICULTURAL  WORK- 

ERS  FROM  MEXICO— AMENDMENT 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  for  the  Senator  from  Oregon  to 
leave  the  floor  in  order  to  attend  the 
hearings  of  the  Armed  Services  and  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committees.  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  at  this  time  to  submit  an 
amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  by 
me  to  section  504  of  Senate  bill  984,  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  and 
have  it  printed  and  lie  on  the  table  so 
that  it  will  be  available  for  being  called 
up  on  Monday. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  request  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon?  The  Chair  hears  none, 
and  the  amendment  will  be  received, 
printed,  and  lie  on  the  table. 

THE  CALENDAR 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Under  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement,  the  call 
of  the  calendar  will  be  resumed.  The 
next  measure  on  the  calendar  will  be 
stated. 

AFFIRMATION  OF  FRIENDSHIP  OF  THE 

AMERICAN  PEOPLE  FOR  ALL  THE 

PEOPLES  OF  THE  WORLD 

The  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  11)  reaffirming  the  friendship  of 
the  American  people  for  all  the  peoples 
of  the  world,  including  the  peoples  of 


the  Soviet  Union,  was  announced  as  next 
In  order. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  a  par¬ 
liamentary  inquiry. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  Senator 
will  state  it. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished  ma¬ 
jority  leader  if,  after  the  call  of  the  cal¬ 
endar  is  completed,  and  the  unfinished 
business,  Senate  bill  984,  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  is  resumed,  it 
is  the  intention  to  proceed  with  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  that  bill,  even  late  into  this 
evening,  or  to  dispense  with  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  it  today — or  what  are  the 
plans?  Several  Senators  have  asked  me 
what  the  plans  are  in  respect  to  that  bill. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
will  leave  that  to  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand,  aside  from  the  pending 
amendment,  there  may  be  two  or  three 
other  amendments,  but  I  do  not  expect  it 
will  take  very  long  to  consider  them.  I 
should  like  to  conclude  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  this  afternoon  if  possible.  It 
has  now  been  before  the  Senate  for  9 
days. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  concurrent  resolution? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  concurrent 
resolution  (S.  Con.  Res.  11)  reaffirming 
the  friendship  of  the  American  people 
for  all  the  peoples  of  the  world,  includ¬ 
ing  the  peoples  of  the  Soviet  Union,  sub¬ 
mitted  by  Mr.  McMahon,  and  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions  with  amendments. 

The  first  committee  amendment  was, 
on  page  2,  line  2,  after  the  words  “That 
the”,  to  strike  out  “Members  of  this.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  McMAHON.  Mr.  President,  the 
concurrent  resolution  which  was  unani¬ 
mously  reported  to  the  Senate,  and 
which  is  sponsored  by  approximately 
one-fourth  of  the  membership  of  this 
body,  reaffirming  the  friendship  of  the 
Senate  for  the  peoples  of  Russia  and  for 
the  peoples  of  the  lands  over  which  the 
Kremlin  has  control,  is  a  vivid  testi¬ 
monial  to  what  is  in  the  minds  and  hearts 
of  the  American  people.  I  call  partic¬ 
ular  attention  to  the  fact  that  when  this 
concurrent  resolution  is  adopted  by  the 
Senate  and  by  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  as  I  know  it  will  be,  it  will  be  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States  for  transmission  to  the  Kremlin, 
so  that  it  may  be  disseminated  to  the 
Russian  people. 

The  Soviet  Union  has  tried,  and  with  a 
good  deal  of  success,  to  steal  the  word 
“peace’r  and  arrogate  it  to  themselves. 
Unfortunately,  never  was  a  greater  fraud 
perpetrated  on  the  people  of  the  world. 
The  concurrent  resolution  represents  a 
concrete  effort  which  we  are  making  to 
demonstrate  to  the  peoples  of  the  world 
that  what  the  American  people  want  and 
what  the  Congress  wants  above  every¬ 
thing  else  is  peace.  Of  course,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  we  mean  a  peace  in  the  real  sense 
of  the  word,  a  peace  with  honor  and 
with  justice.  I  believe  that  the  message 
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we  are  now  getting  under  way  to  the 
peoples  of  the  Soviet  Union  may  well 
result  in  bringing  about  a  better  state 
of  relations  between  them  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  United  States. 

Tire  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  clerk 
will  state  the  remaining  committee 
amendments. 

The  remaining  committee  amend¬ 
ments  were  on  page  2,  line  2,  after  the 
word  “Congress”,  to  insert  “of  the  United 
States” ;  in  line  5,  after  the  word  “Union”, 
to  strike  out  “by  declaring”  and  insert 
“and  declares” ;  in  line  9,  after  the  word 
“of”,  to  strike  out  “America’s”  and  insert 
“the”;  in  the  same  line,  after  the  word 
“desire”,  to  insert  “of  the  American  peo¬ 
ple”;  in  line  13,  after  the  word  “people”, 
to  insert  “and  their  Government”;  in 
line  19,  after  the  word  “between”,  to 
strike  out  “them”  and  insert  “the  United 
States  Government”,  and  in  line  20, 
after  the  word  “Government”,  to  insert 
“and  invite  the  peoples  of  the  Soviet 
Union  to  cooperate  in  a  spirit  of  friend¬ 
ship  in  this  endeavor”,  or  as  to  make  the 
concurrent  resolution  read: 

Resolved,  etc..  That  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  reaffirm  the  historic  and  abid¬ 
ing  friendship  of  the  American  people  for  all 
other  peoples,  including  the  peoples  of  the 
Soviet  Union,  and  declares — 

That  the  American  people  deeply  regret  the 
artificial  barriers  which  separate  them  from 
the  peoples  of  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics,  and  which  keep  the  Soviet  peoples 
from  learning  of  the  desire  of  the  American 
people  to  live  in  friendship  with  all  other 
peoples,  and  to  work  with  them  in  advancing 
the  ideal  of  human  brotherhood;  and 

That  the  American  people  and  their  Gov¬ 
ernment  desire  neither  war  with  the  Soviet 
Union  nor  the  terrible  consequences  of  such 
a  v/ar;  and 

That,  although  they  are  firmly  determined 
to  defend  their  freedom  and  security,  the 
American  people  welcome  all  honorable 
efforts  to  compose  the  differences  standing 
between  the  United  States  Government  and 
the  Soviet  Government  and  invite  the  peoples 
of  the  Soviet  Union  to  cooperate  in  a  spirit 
of  friendship  in  this  endeavor;  and 

That  the  Congress  request  the  President 
of  the  United  States  to  call  upon  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  Union  of  Soviet  Socialist 
Republics  to  acquaint  the  people  of  the 
Soviet  Union  with  the  contents  of  this 
resolution. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to.  - 

The  concurrent  resolution,  as  amended, 
was  agreed  to. 

The  preamble  was  agreed  to. 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (S.  872)  to  furnish  emer¬ 
gency  food  aid  to  India  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pas- 
tore  in  the  Chair).  The  bill  will  be 
passed  over. 

SUPPLYING  OP  AGRICULTURAL  WORK¬ 
ERS  PROM  MEXICO— UNANIMOUS-CON¬ 
SENT  AGREEMENT 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  present  a  unanimous- consent 
agreement  at  this  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  did 
not  hear  the  request. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  not  conclude  the  calendar  before  that 
is  done? 


Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  it 
will  take  but  a  moment  or  two.  It  re¬ 
lates  to  a  limitation  of  debate.  Senators 
are  desirous  of  knowing  whether  we  are 
going  to  proceed  with  the  unfinished 
business,  the  bill  relating  to  the  impor¬ 
tation  of  certain  agricultural  labor. 
There  are  so  many  Senators  engaged  in 
the  hearings  in  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Foreign  Relations  Com¬ 
mittee  that  I  feel  we  ought  to  have  a 
better  attendance  when  the  bill  is  being 
considered. 

In  order  to  expedite  consideration  of 
the  bill,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  at  the  hour  of  12  o’clock 
on  Monday  next,  debate  on  any  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  unfinished  business,  or  any 
motion,  including  appeals,  which  may  be 
pending  or  which  may  thereafter  be  pro¬ 
posed  to  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  shall  be  lim¬ 
ited  to  not  exceeding  40  minutes,  to  be 
equally  divided,  and  controlled,  in  the 
case  of  committee  amendments,  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
and  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Wherry],  respectively,  and,  in  the  case 
of  individual  amendment  or  motions,  by 
the  mover  of  any  such  amendment  or 
motion  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  respectively;  provided, 
first,  that  in  the  event  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  in  favor  of 
any  such  individual  amendment  or  mo¬ 
tion,  the  time  in  opposition  thereto  shall 
be  controlled  by  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  [Mr.  Wherry]  or  some  Senator 
designated  by  him;  and  second,  that  no 
amendment  which  is  not  now  printed 
and  lying  on  the  table — that  is,  any 
amendment  that  may  not  already  have 
been  submitted — may  be  submitted  by  a 
Senator  intended  subsequently  to  be 
proposed  by  him  and  ordered  to  lie  on 
the  table  which  is  not  germane  to  the 
subject  matter  of  the  bill  shall  be  re¬ 
ceived;  ordered  further,  that  debate  on 
the  question  of  the  final  passage  of  said 
bill  shall  be  limited  to  not  to  exceed  2 
hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  and  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska  [Mr.  Wherry]. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  requested  unanimous- 
consent  agreement? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  I  should  like  to 
ask  a  question. 

Mi'.  McFARLAND.  Certainly. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Is  it  the  intention  not 
to  have  the  Senate  vote  on  any  amend¬ 
ments  at  all  this  afternoon? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes;  we  would  not 
take  them  up  at  all  today,  if  the  agree¬ 
ment  is  reached;  we  would  let  the  bill 
and  the  amendments  go  over  until  Mon¬ 
day. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  have  no  objection. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  am  I  to  under¬ 
stand  that  it  is  the  purpose  to  have  the 
Senate  take  a  recess  until  Monday,  if  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  is  en¬ 
tered? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes;  after  the 
speeches  for  today  are  completed  and 
after  the  call  of  the  calendar  is  con¬ 
cluded. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
have  to  object. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  withhold  his 
objection? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  am  willing  to  with¬ 
hold  the  objection  temporarily. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  should  like  to  invite 
attention - 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
withhold  the  objection  temporarily,  but 
I  think  I  shall  have  to  object. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Very  well;  if  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  is  going  to  ob¬ 
ject — 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  a  question  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Arizona.  In  the  proposed 
agreement  is  there  a  provision  that  one 
hour  or  one  hour  and  a  half  may  be 
allowed  to  each  side  for  debate  on  the 
bill?  If  so,  then  I  could  allot  time  to 
any  Senator  on  my  side  of  the  aisle  who 
wishes  to  make  a  speech  at  that  time. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  proposed 
agreement  includes  such  a  provision, 
namely,  that  2  hours  be  allowed,  to  be 
divided  equally. 

Mr.  President,  in  the  previous  unani¬ 
mous-consent  request  there  is  a  provi¬ 
sion  which  I  would  include  in  this  one, 
namely,  that  either  of  the  Senators  in 
charge  of  the  time  may  yield  any  part 
of  the  time  on  the  bill  for  discussion  of 
an  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
ask  the  distinguished  majority  leader  to 
withhold  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  for  a  few  minutes,  so  as  to  enable 
us  to  see  if  we  can  work  it  out. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Yes;  I  shall  do  so. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  make  an  inquiry  of  the  majority 
leader. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  may 
we  now  proceed  with  the  call  of  the 
calendar? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  ju¬ 
nior  Senator  from  Arizona  has  yielded 
to  his  colleague,  the  senior  Senator  from 
Arizona. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  mere¬ 
ly  wish  to  invite  the  attention  of  the  ma¬ 
jority  leader  and  the  minority  leader  to 
the  fact  that  the  supplemental  appro¬ 
priation  bill  is  on  the  calendar.  If  we 
can  dispose  today  of  all  the  committee 
amendments  which  are  not  controver¬ 
sial — of  course  there  are  one  or  two 
amendments  which  are  controversial — 
I  think  that  would  expedite  the  handling 
of  the  public  business.  I  suggest  that 
after  the  completion  of  the  call  of  the 
calendar,  if  the  Senate  has  no  further 
business  to  transact  at  that  time,  the 
appropriation  bill  be  considered  and 
acted  upon  to  the  extent  I  have  indi¬ 
cated,  because  it  is  an  important  measure 
in  the  public  interest  and  should  be 
passed  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  That  would  expe¬ 
dite  the  transaction  of  the  business  of 
the  Senate. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
that  mean  that  that  appropriation  bill 
would  then  displace  the  agricultural  la¬ 
bor  bill? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Temporarily,  yes,  if 
that  is  agreeable;  if  there  is  to  be  no 
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other  business  before  the  Senate  this 
afternoon,  I  should  like  to  have  the  agri¬ 
cultural  labor  bill  temporarily  laid  aside, 
and  have  the  Senate  consider  the  appro¬ 
priation  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  would  be  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  intention  to  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  that  effect,  namely,  that  the  agri¬ 
cultural  labor  bill  be  temporarily  laid 
aside.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  McPARLAND.  Exactly. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  state  to  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  that  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Delaware  and  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana  have  made  an 
arrangement  which,  if  accepted  as  a 
part  of  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  will  iron  out  their  problems. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  suggestion  is  to 
modify  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  so  as  to  provide  that  instead  of 
dividing  the  time  from  12  o’clock,  it  be 
divided  from  2  o’clock. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  And  that  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams]  be  rec¬ 
ognized  at  12  o’clock. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  if 
there  is  no  objection,  and  if  it  is  agree¬ 
able  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon,  I 
would  say  it  is  unnecessary  to  control 
the  time  on  the  bill.  However,  that  part 
of  the  proposed  agreement  can  be  left 
as  it  is. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Ml’.  President,  I 
am  willing  to  modify  my  request  to  that 
extent.  I  regret  very  much  that  we  have 
to  do  so.  However,  as  I  have  previously 
said,  in  working  out  unanimous-consent 
agreements,  we  have  to  do  the  best  we 
can. 

I  feel  that  if  Congress  is  going  to  get 
away  from  Washington  this  summer,  we 
must  make  faster  progress.  If  Senators 
who  wish  to  make  speeches  will  make 
them  late  in  the  day,  after  the  Senate 
concludes  its  business  for  the  day,  I  shall 
be  perfectly  willing  to  remain  and  hear 
their  speeches.  If  we  proceed  in  that 
way,  we  shall  expedite  matters  very 
much. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  I  hate  to  make  ob¬ 
jection.  I  am  not  trying  to  get  the  floor 
at  12  o’clock  on  Monday  necessarily; 
but  there  are  many  amendments,  and 
the  debate  on  the  bill  and  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  could  consume  most  of  the  day. 
That  is  why  I  suggested  what  I  did. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Certainly.  'Would 
it  be  agreeable  to  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  that  he  have  the  floor  at  12  o’clock 
and  that  the  limitation  on  debate  be¬ 
gin  at  2  o’clock  or  whenever  the  Senator 
from  Delaware  finishes  his  speech, 
whichever  is  earlier? 

Mr.  WILLIAMS.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  That  will  be  satis¬ 
factory. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Very  well;  I  so 
modify  the  request. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  as  modified? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  in  or¬ 
der  that  there  shall  be  no  mistake,  let 
me  state  that  the  proposal  now  is  that 


the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from 
Delaware  [Mr.  Williams!  is  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  when  the  Senate  convenes  at  noon 
on  Monday,  and  that  the  time  between 
then  and  2  p.  m.,  if  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  wishes  to  use  it,  is  agreed  to 
be  given  to  him;  or,  if  he  does  not  use 
all  that  time,  that  the  limitation  on  de¬ 
bate  begin  whenever  the  Senator  from 
Delaware  concludes  his  speech  or  at  2 
o’clock,  whichever  is  earlier. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  my 
colleague,  the  senior  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden]  has  suggested  that 
after  we  conclude  the  speeches  this  after¬ 
noon,  if  it  is  not  then  too  late,  we  tem¬ 
porarily  lay  aside  the  agricultural  labor 
bill  and  take  up  the  supplemental  ap¬ 
propriations  bill,  and  dispose  of  the  non- 
controversial  amendments  to  that  bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Some  amendments 
which  are  to  be  offered  to  the  bill  are 
to  be  offered  by  Members  who  are  not 
now  present. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  We  understand 
that.  The  proposal  is  simply  -that  we 
dispose  of  the  noncontroversial  commit¬ 
tee  amendments. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  al¬ 
ways  hesitate  a  little  to  agree  to  such 
a  proposal.  I  will  agree  if  the  majority 
leader  insists.  However,  the  difficulty 
is  to  ascertain  which  amendments  are 
noncontroversial. 

I  would  dislike  very  much  to  let  an 
amendment  be  adopted  on  the  assump¬ 
tion  that  it  was  noncontroversial,  and 
then  later  find  that  some  Senator  re¬ 
garded  it  as  a  controversial  amendment. 
So  I  hate  to  agree  to  such  a  proposal. 
However,  if  the  majority  leader  insists,  I 
shall  let  it  go. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  let  me  ask 
the  eminent  majority  leader  whether 
there  will  be  any  voting  this  afternoon 
on  controversial  amendments. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  It  is  not  antici¬ 
pated  that  there  will  be  any  voting  on 
controversial  amendments  this  after¬ 
noon. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  is 
this  proposal  a  part  of  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  which  has  been  under 
discussion  for  some  time? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Then  why  do  not 
we  dispose  of  one  proposal  at  a  time. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Very  well. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  which  has  previously 
been  stated,  together  with  the  modifica¬ 
tions  which  have  been  stated? 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  are  we  now 
discussing  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  of  the  distinguished  senior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden]  ? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  No.  I  had  under¬ 
stood  that  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment  I  had  proposed  had  already  been 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  it  had  not  been 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  proposed  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  as  modified,  which 
has  been  submitted  by  the  Senator  from 
Arizona  [Mr,  McFakland]?  .The  Chair 
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hears  none,  and  the  proposed  agreement 
as  modified  is  adopted. 

The  unanimous-consent  agreement  as 
reduced  to  writing  is  as  follows: 

Ordered,  That  on  the  calendar  day  of  Mon¬ 
day,  May  7,  1951,  at  the  hour  of  12  noon,  Mr. 
Williams  he  entitled  to  the  floor;  that  be¬ 
ginning  at  the  hour  of  2  o’clock  on  said  day, 
or  at  the  conclusion  of  Mr.  Williams’  ad¬ 
dress,  if  prior  to  said  hour,  debate  upon  any 
amendment  or  motion  (including  appeals) 
that  may  be  pending  or  that  may  thereafter 
be  proposed  to  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  shall  be  limited 
to  not  exceeding  40  minutes,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled,  in  the  case  of  com¬ 
mittee  amendments,  by  Mr.  Ellender  and 
Mr.  Wherry,  respectively,  and,  in  the  case 
of  individual  amendments  or  motions,  by  the 
mover  of  any  such  amendment  or  motion 
and  Mr.  Ellendeh,  respectively :  Provided,  ( 1 ) 
That  in  the  event  Mr.  Ellender  is  in  favor 
of  any  such  individual  amendment  or  mo¬ 
tion,  the  time  in  opposition  thereto  shall  be 
controlled  by  Mr.  Wherry  or  some  Senator 
designated  by  him;  and  (2)  that  no  amend¬ 
ment  not  heretofore  submitted  by  a  Senator, 
intended  to  be  subsequently  proposed  by  him, 
and  which  was  ordered  to  lie  on  the  table 
and  to  be  printed,  not  germane  to  the  subject 
matter  of  the  bill  shall  be  received. 

Ordered  further.  That  debate  on  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  the  final  passage  of  the  said  bill  sh:,ll 
be  limited  to  not  exceeding  2  hours,  to  be 
equally  divided  and  controlled  by  Mr.  Ellen¬ 
der  and  Mr.  Wherry  or  some  Senator  desig¬ 
nated  by  him,  respectively:  Provided,  how¬ 
ever,  That  during  the  consideration  of  any 
individual  amendment  or  motion,  either  of 
said  Senators  may  yield  to  the  mover  of  any 
such  amendment  or  motion,  or  to  one  who 
is  opposed  thereto,  any  portion  of  such  time 
of  1  hour  allotted  to  him  under  this  para¬ 
graph  as  he  may  desire. 

CALL  OP  THE  CALENDAR 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  may" 
we  resume  the  calling  of  the  calendar? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  next  bill  on  the  cal¬ 
endar. 

EXPANSION  OP  AUTHORITY  OF  COAST 

GUARD  TO  INCLUDE  THE  TRUST  TERRI¬ 
TORY  OP  THE  PACIFIC  ISLANDS 

The  bill  (S.  1025)  to  expand  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Coast  Guard  to  establish, 
maintain,  and  operate  aids  to  navigation 
to  include  the  Trust  Territory  of  the 
Pacific  Islands  was  announced  as  next  in 
order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present-consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
serving  the  right  to  object,  may  we  have 
an  explanation  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  since  the  end  of  the  war,  the  Coast 
Guard  has  been  maintaining  aids  to  nav¬ 
igation,  principally  buoys,  in  the  so-called 
Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Islands, 
consisting  of  the  Marianas,  the  Carolines, 
and  the  Marshall  Islands.  Up  until  now 
the  Coast  Guard  has  been  able  to  main¬ 
tain  those  Aids  to  navigation  in  the  Trust 
Terri tory-1  even  though  that  area  is  not 
specifically  mentioned  in  the  statute,  by 
reason  M  the  fact  that  the  islands  have 
been  utider  naval  government  and  there¬ 
by  meet  the  requirements  of  the  law. 

Hbwever,  on  July  1,  1951,  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  Trust  Territory  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  and  it  will  no  longer  be  under 


4978  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


naval  government.  Hence  it  is  extreme- 
lyNdoubtful  that  the  Coast  Guard  will 
have,  authoi’ity  to  continue  to  maintain 
these  essential  aids  to  navigation  after 
that  date.  If  the  bill  is  enacted,  the  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Coast  Guard  will  remain 
unimpaired  after  the  transfer  of  the  is¬ 
lands  to  the  Interior  Department,  which, 
I  repeat,  wilf'take  place  on  July  1. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Am  I  correct  in 
understanding  that  what  the  Senator  is 
now  indicating  is  to  the  effect  that  the 
Interior  Department  will  have  no  right 
or  authority  whatever  which  would  su¬ 
persede  the  authority  of  the  Coast 
Guard? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  That  is 
correct. 

Mi’.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  The  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior  will  not  perform 
the  function  of  providing  the  aids  to  na¬ 
vigation,  and  the  Coast  Guard  will  be  de¬ 
nied  the  right  to  exercise  the  function, 
so  that  makes  the  bill  necessary. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  was 
considered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for 
a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  last  sentence 
of  section  81  of  title  14,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  word 
“possessions”,  the  phrase  “the  Trust  Terri¬ 
tory  of  the  Pacific  Islands,”,  so  that  the 
sentence  will  read  as  follows:  “Such  aids  to 
navigation  other  than  loran  stations  shall 
be  established  and  operated  only  within  the 
United  States,  its  Territories  and  posses¬ 
sions,  the  Trust  Territory  of  the  Pacific  Is¬ 
lands,  and  beyond  the  territorial  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  United  States  at  places  where 
naval  or  military  bases  of  the  United  States 
are  or  may  be  located,  and  at  other  places 
where  such  aids  to  navigation  have  been  es- 
taljlished  prior  to  June  26,  1948." 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.  R.  1612)  to  extend  the 
authority  of  the  President  to  enter  into 
trade  agreements  under  section  350  of 
the  Tariff  Act  of  1930,  as  amended,  and 
for  other  purposes,  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Over,  by  request. 
LEASING  OP  SPACE  WITHIN  AIRPORTS  IN 
ALASKA 

The  bill  (S.  1183)  to  amend  the  act  en¬ 
titled  “An  act  to  authorize  the  construc¬ 
tion,  protection,  operation,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  public  airports  in  the  Terri¬ 
tory  of  Alaska,”  as  amended,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  tire  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object, ,'may  we  have  an  explanation 
of  this  pleasure? 

Mr./  JOHNSON  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
President,  under  the  present  law,  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  is  empowered  to 
lease  space  or  property  at  the  airports 


in  Anchorage  and  Fairbanks,  Alaska,  for 
a  period  not  to  exceed  10  years.  This 
limitation  has  made  it  impossible  for  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Administration  to  in¬ 
terest  private  persons  in  providing  ade¬ 
quate  hangar  facilities  at  the  two  air¬ 
ports.  In  other  words,  they  cannot  make 
a  lease  to  extend  beyond  10  years.  The 
purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  extend  the  10- 
year  period  and  make  it  possible  to  have 
a  lease  run  for  20  years. 

The  early  construction  of  hangar  facil¬ 
ities  on  the  two  airports  in  Alaska  is 
urgent  and  must  be  accomplished  within 
the  next  working  season.  Since  the  con¬ 
struction  of  hangar  facilities  would  re¬ 
quire  funds  in  addition  to  the  $17,000,000 
already  authorized  for  the  airports,  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Administrator  is  un¬ 
able  to  provide  such  facilities,  and  since 
the  cities  of  Anchorage  and  Fairbanks 
are  not  disposed  to  sponsor  such  projects, 
it  is  necessary  that  private  persons  be 
interested  in  constructing  the  facilities. 
This  bill  would  encourage  that  happy 
consummation.  If  the  Department  of 
Commerce  were  authorized  to  grant 
leases  for  a  period  of  20  years,  as  here 
proposed,  pfivate  financing  would  be  at¬ 
tracted.  That  is  the  purpose  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  I  have  no  objec¬ 
tion. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  (S. 
1183)  was  considered,  ordered  to  be  en¬ 
grossed  for  a  third  reading,  read  the 
third  time,  and  passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  section  5  of  the 
act  entitled  “An  act  to  authorize  the  con¬ 
struction,  protection,  operation,  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  public  airports  in  the  Territory 
of  Alaska,”  approved  May  28,  1948  (62  Stat. 
277),  as  amended,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows: 

“Sec.  5.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  em¬ 
powered  to  lease  under  such  conditions  as 
he  may  deem  proper  and  for  such  periods 
as  may  be  desirable  (not  to  exceed  10  years) 
space  or  property  within  or  upon  the  air¬ 
ports  for  purposes  essential  or  appropriate 
to  the  operation  of  the  airports:  Provided, 
That  real  property  within  or  upon  the  air¬ 
ports  may  be  leased  for  purposes  of  erecting 
structures  necessary  or  incident  to  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  airports  for  periods  not  exceed¬ 
ing  20  years.” 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.  R.  3587)  making  supple¬ 
mental  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1951,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  was  announced  as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  go  over. 

RELIEF  OF  SUNDRY  FORMER  STUDENTS 

OF  THE  AIR  RESERVE  OFFICERS’ 

TRAINING  CORPS 

The  bill  (S.  1227)  for  the  relief  of 
sundry  former  students  of  the  Air  Re¬ 
serve  Officers’  Training  Corps  was  con¬ 
sidered,  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a 
third  reading,  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc..  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  be,  and  he  is  hereby,  authorized 
and  directed  to  pay,  out  of  any  money  in 
the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to 
C.  Raymond  Pohl,  Jr,,  505A  Magnolia  Ave¬ 
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nue,  Frederick,  Md.,  $83.95;  Dan  K.  Rawlings, 
205  Laurel  Avenue,  Corbin,  Ky.,  $13.10: 
Harold  L.  Reed,  201  West  Lindell  Street,  West 
Frankfort,  Ill.,  $12.20;  Marcus  A.  Sessi,-  417 
West  Pennview  Street,  Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  $8; 
Robert  D.  Simmons,  835%  Broadway,*New 
Orleans,  La.,  $23.85;  Harry  P.  Smith,  Jr.,  2225 
Chesapeake  Avenue,  Hampton,  Va.,  $60.66; 
Paul  E.  Smith,  2109  Eoff  Street,  Wheeling, 
W.  Va.,  $6.10;  Raymond  C.  Sbwko,  Glenn- 
land  Apartments,  State  College,  Pa.,  $444.40; 
Clyde  C.  Spears,  347  Linden, ^Valk,  Lexington, 
Ky.,  $236.60;  Donald  E.  Spears,  123  West 
Central  Avenue,  Belle,  Va.,  $212.70;  Homer 
R.  Steele,  route  1,  Falrview,  W.  Va.,  $142; 
John  D.  Stiles,  Wade^town,  W.  Va.,  $110.20; 
George  F.  Stock,/  Jr.,  Hollandale,  Miss., 
$236.95;  David  A.  Stockton,  105  East  Seventh 
Street,  box  256/ Ritzville,  Wash.,  $179.65; 
Frank  A.  Sullivan,  7949  Susquehanna  Street, 
Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  $396.80;  William  K.  Sutton, 
981  Fincastle  Road,  Lexington,  Ky.,  $141.25; 
Floyd  Ramsey  Tarr,  3729  Marlamont  Drive, 
Weirton,  W.  Va.,  $170.05;  Hagop  H.  Terzagian, 
217  Myrtle  Avenue,  Jersey  City,  N.  J.,  $338.85; 
Jack  Alfred  Thalimer,  4518  West  Grace  Street, 
Richmond,  Va.,  $226.80;  Eugene  R.  Thomas, 
9  South  York  Street,  Wheeling,  W.  Va., 
$223.20;  Forest  G.  Thompson,  2201  Frederica 
Street,  Owensboro,  Ky.,  $157.80;  Joseph  C. 
Thompson,  box  700,  O.  M.  S.,  Travis  AFB, 
Fairview,  Calif.,  $423.25;  Thomas  W.  Tigertt, 
box  93,  Wilmer,  Tex.,  $583.90;  Richard  J. 
Torchia,  630  Dow  Avenue,  Carnegie,  Pa., 
$229.80;  Lee  C.  Truman,  Jr.,  2422  Allen  Street, 
Owensboro,  Ky.,  $252.40;  Charles  B.  Upshaw, 
394  West  Wesley  Road  NW„  Atlanta,  Ga., 
$191;  George  J.  Walters,  Jr.,  438  South 
Dallas  Avenue,  Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  $435.55;  Gil¬ 
bert  Watz,  834  Snyder  Avenue,  Philadelphia, 
Pa.,  $366.45;  Arthur  J.  Weinsten,  501  Man- 
heim  Street  (22-A),  Philadelphia,  Pa., 
$200.10;  Robert  J.  Weiss,  111  West  Cherry- 
hill  Street,  Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  $239.25;  James 
Bernard  Welborn,  442  Cherry  Street,  Russell¬ 
ville,  Ky.,  $107.55;  Earl  M.  Williams,  box  204, 
Evarts,  Ky.,  $297.50;  Edwin  J.  Williams,  Jr., 
1832  Chuckatuck  Avenue,  Petersburg,  Va., 
$505.60;  Charles  P.  Wilson,  Jr.,  route  1, 
Walkersville,  W.  Va.,  $404.16;  and  Harold  W. 
Wilson,  205%  Fourth  Street,  Parkersburg, 
W.  Va.,  $324.20.  The  payment  of  said  sums 
shall  be  in  full  satisfaction  and  final  settle¬ 
ment  of  all  claims  of  the  above-named  claim¬ 
ants  against  the  United  States  for  damage  to 
or  loss  or  destruction  of  personal  property 
as  a  result  of  a  fire  that  occurred  on  June  28, 
1948,  in  the  building  in  which  they  were 
quartered  at  Langley  Air  Force  Base,  Va.: 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  amounts  ap¬ 
propriated  in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent 
of  any  claim  shall  be  paid  to  or  received  by 
any  agent  or  agents-,  attorney  or  attorneys, 
on  account  of  services  rendered  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  such  claim,  any  contract  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding.  Any  person  vio¬ 
lating  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined  in  any  sum 
not  exceeding  $1,000. 

BETTY  MINORU  KAWACHI 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  915)  for  the  relief  of  Betty  Mi¬ 
noru  Kawachi  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
with  an  amendment  to  strike  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause,  and  insert: 

That  in  the  administration  of  the  immi¬ 
gration  and  naturalization  lav/s  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  13  (c)  of  the  Immigration 
Act  of  1924,  as  amended,  shall  not  apply 
to  Betty  Minoru  Kawachi,  the  minor  child 
of  Mrs.  James  J.  Leatherman,  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 


1951 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


4979 


PHILIP  J.  HINCKS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  1113)  for  the  relief  of  Philip  J. 
Hindis,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  bn  the  Judiciary  with  an 
amendment  on  page  1,  line  6,  after  the 
words  “sum  of”,  to  strike  out  “$152.40”, 
and  insert  H$150”,  so  as  to  make  the  bill 
read: 

Be  it  enacted j  etc.,  That  the  Secretary  of 
the  Treasury  is  authorized  and  directed  to 
pay,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not 
otherwise  appropriated,  to  Philip  J.  Hincks, 
of  Middlebury,  Vt.,  the  sum  of  $150.  The 
payment  of  such  sum  shall  he  in  full  pay¬ 
ment  of  all  claims  of  the  said  Philip  J. 
Hincks  against  the  United  States  for  reim¬ 
bursement  of  money  paid  for  uniforms 
which  were  required  during  his  training  as  a 
midshipman  at  the  United  States  Naval  Re¬ 
serve  Midshipman’s  School,  Chicago,  Ill.: 
Provided,  That  no  part  of  the  amount  ap¬ 
propriated  in  this  act  in  excess  of  10  percent 
thereof  shall  be  paid  or  delivered  to  or  re¬ 
ceived  by  any  agent  or  attorney  on  account 
of  services  rendered  in  connection  with  this 
claim,  and  the  same  shall  be  unlawful,  any 
contract  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. 
Any  person  violating  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor 
and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  fined 
in  any  sum  not  exceeding  $1,000. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

ATHANASIOS  ELIAS  CHELIOTIS 

The  Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the 
bill  (S.  1254)  for  the  relief  of  Athanasios 
Elias  Cheliotis,  which  had  been  reported 
from  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
with  an  amendment  to  strike  out  all 
after  the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That,  for  the  purposes  of  the  immigration 
and  naturalization  laws,  Athanasios  Elias 
Cheliotis  shall  be  held  and  considered  to  have 
been  lawfully  admitted  to  the  United  States 
for  permanent  residence  as  of  the  date  of 
the  enactment  of  this  act,  upon  payment  of 
the  required  visa  fee  and  head  tax.  Upon 
the  granting  of  permanent  residence  to  such 
alien  as  provided  for  in  this  act,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  shall  instruct  the  proper  quota- 
control  officer  to  deduct  one  number  from 
the  appropriate  quota  for  the  first  year  that 
such  quota  is  available. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

BILL  PASSED  OVER 

The  bill  (H.  R.  2929)  to  authorize  the 
Postmaster  General  to  prohibit  or  regu¬ 
late  the  use  of  Government  property 
under  his  custody  and  control  for  the 
parking  or  storage  of  vehicles  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard,  and  the  bill  will  be  passed 
over. 

THE  UNITED  STATES  MARINE  CORPS 

The  bill  (S.  677)  to  fix  the  personnel 
strength  of  the  United  States  Marine 
Corps  and  to  make  the  Commandant  of 
the  Marine  Corps  a  permanent  member 
of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  was  an¬ 
nounced  as  next  in  order. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  or  the  Senator 
from '  Tennessee  give  us  an  explanation 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  this 
bill  would  make  a  good  compromise  be¬ 
tween  the  points  of  view  with  reference 
to  the  Marine  Corps.  Section  2  has  been 
rewritten  in  such  a  way  as  not  to  give 
the  Commandant  of  the  Marine  Corps  a 
vote  with  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  but 
on  matters  which  pertain  to  the  Marine 
Corps  he  would  have  an  opportunity  of 
being  heard  and  of  filing  supporting 
memoranda  for  the  consideration  of 
the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

It  then  provides  four  full  strength 
combat  divisions  for  the  Marine  Corps. 
The  evidence  shows  that  they  are 
needed,  and  that  this  fire  power  can  be 
obtained  through  the  marines  more  eco¬ 
nomically  than  in  any  other  way.  The 
bill,  sponsored  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  [Mr.  Douglas],  has  the  unanimous 
approval  of  the  Committee  on  Armed 
Services.  If  there  are  questions,  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  aS  the 
eminent  junior  Senator  from  Tennessee 
has  stated,  the  bill  fixes  the  floor  under 
the  strength  of  the  Marine  Corps  at  four 
full  combat  divisions,  with  fodr  support¬ 
ing  air  wings  and  allied  service  troops 
and  organizations.  It  provides,  how¬ 
ever,  that  there  shall  ndt  be  more  than 
400,000  men  in  the  Marine  Corps,  and 
thus  fixes  a  ceiling  to  the  Marine  Corps. 
It  is  anticipated  that  4  full  divisions 
will  be  supplied,  with  a  total  of  approxi¬ 
mately  300,000'  men,  so  the  floor  is 
300,000  men.  The  ceiling  is  400,000. 

The  compromise  on  the  second  section 
is  that  instead  of  the  Commandant  of 
the  Marine  Corps  being  a  full-fledged 
membejrof  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff,  he 
is  to  be  a  consultant  member.  The  bill 
was  introduced  by  44  Members  of  the 
Unified  States  Senate,  and  was  reported 
unanimously  by  the  Armed  Services 
Committee.  I  very  much  hope  that  it 
may  be  passed  at  this  time. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield. 

Mi’.  LANGER.  I  do  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  the  amendment  which  is  proposed 
to  the  bill.  Will  the  Senator  explain  it 
a  little  more  fully? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes.  In  its  original 
form,  the  bill  provided  that  the  Com¬ 
mandant  of  the  Marine  Corps  was  to  be 
a  full-fledged  member  of  the  Joint  Chiefs 
of  Staff.  As  amended,  he  is  not  to  be  a 
full-fledged  member,  but  a  consultant 
member,  and  when  matters  affecting  the 
Marine  Corps  come  up,  if  he  disagrees 
with  the  decision,  he  is  to  be  privileged 
to  have  direct  communication  with  the 
Secretary  of  the  Navy  and  the  President. 

t  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
understand,  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
who  has  left  the  floor,  has  offered  an 
amendment  to  this  bill. 


Mr.  McFARLAND.  No;  that  was  an 
amendment  proposed  to  the  unfinished 
business,  Senate  bill  984,  the  farm-labor 
bill. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator. 

.  The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill,  which  had 
been  reported  from  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services  with  amendments,  on 
page  2,  line  4,  to  strike  out  the  word 
“less”  and  insert  “more”,  and  on  page 
2,  line  5,  to  strike  out  section  2  and  in¬ 
sert  a  new  section,  as  follows: 

Sec.  2.  The  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps  shall  be  a  consultant  to  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  on  all  problems  before  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  On  matters  in  which 
the  Marine  Corps  may  be  concerned  he  shall 
be  permitted  to  be  heard  and  to  file  a  sup¬ 
porting  memorandum  for  consideration  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  President. 

So  as  to  make  the  bill: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  first  sentence 
of  section  106  (c)  of  the  National  Security 
Act  of  1947  is  hereby  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  “The  United  States  Marine  Corps, 
within  the  Department  of  the  Navy,  shall 
include  four  full-strength  combat  divisions, 
four  full-strength  air  wings,  and  such  other 
land  combat,  aviation,  and  other  services  as 
may  be  organic  therein,  and  the  personnel 
strength  of  the  Regular  Marine  Corps  shall 
be  maintained  at  not  more  than  four  hun¬ 
dred  thousand.” 

Sec.  2.  The  Commandant  of  the  Marine 
Corps  shall  be  a  consultant  to  the  Joint 
Chiefs  of  Staff  on  all  problems  before  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.  On  matters  in  which 
the  Marine  Corps  may  be  concerned  he  shall 
be  permitted  to  be  heard  and  to  file  a  sup¬ 
porting  memorandum  for  consideration  by 
the  Secretary  of  Defense  and  the  President. 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  read  the  third  time, 
and  passed. 

The  title  was  amended  so  as  to  read: 
“A  bill  to  fix  the  personnel  strength  of 
the  United  States  Marine  Corps,  and  to 
establish  the  relationship  of  the  Com¬ 
mandant  of  the  Marine  Corps  to  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff.” 

RESOLUTION  PASSED  OVER 

The  resolution  (S.  Res.  133)  to  dis¬ 
charge  the  Committee  on  the  District  of 
Columbia  of  the  Senate  from  the  further 
consideration  of  S.  656,  to  provide  for 
home  rule  and  reorganization  in  the 
District  of  Columbia,  was  announced  as 
next  in  order. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  LANGER.  Over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Objec¬ 
tion  is  heard,  and  the  bill  will  go  over. 
DIRECTOR  OF  THE  DISTRICT  OFFICE  OF 
CIVIL  DEFENSE 

The  bill  (H.  R.  3297)  to  authorize  the 
Commissioners  of  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  to  appoint  a  member  of  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Police  Department  or  a  member 
of  the  Fire  Department  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  as  Director  of  the  District 
Office  of  Civil  Defense,  was  announced 
as  next  in  order. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Reserving  the 
right  to  object,  may  we  have  an  explana¬ 
tion  of  this  measure?  Apparently  there 
is  no  report  on  it. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  ask  that  the  bill 
go  over. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  if 
an  explanation  is  desired,  I  may  say  that 
I  know  a  little  something  about  the  bill. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  a  report  in  print,  and  I  respectfully 
request  that  the  bill  go  over. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  is  informed  that  there  is  a  report. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  There  is  a  report. 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  I 
see  a  report  has  now  come  in.  It  came  in 
late  today. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  withhold  his  objec¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  I  withhold  my  ob¬ 
jection. 

Mr.  JOHNSTON  of  South'  Carolina. 
Mr.  President,  I,  myself,  objected  to  this 
bill  once  before,  and  I  spoke  to  some 
Senators  about  it.  It  has  been  corrected, 
insofar  as  the  matter  of  retirement  is 
concerned.  The  appointment  of  one  of 
the  members  of  either  the  Fire  Depart¬ 
ment  or  the  Metropolitan  Police  Depart¬ 
ment  as  Director  of  the  District  Office  of 
Civil  Defense,  as  I  see  it,  is  necessary  at 
this  time,  and  the  bill  has  been  amended 
to  meet  all  the  objections  made  hereto¬ 
fore. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  consideration  of  the 
bill? 

Mi’.  McCARRAN.  I  withdraw  my  ob¬ 
jection. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  bill  (H.  R. 
3297)  to  authorize  the  Commissioners  of 
the  District  of  Columbia  to  appoint  a 
member  of  the  Metropolitan  Police  De¬ 
partment  or  a  member  of  the  Fire  De¬ 
partment  of  the  District  of  Columbia  as 
Director  of  the  District  Office  of  Civil 
Defense,  which  had  been  reported  from 
the  Committee  on  the  District  of  Colum¬ 
bia  with  an  amendment,  on  page  2,  line 
22,  after  the  word  “greater”,  to  strike  out 
the  colon  and  the  following  additional 
proviso:  “And  provided  further,  That 
should  such  member,  while  serving  as 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Civil  Defense  for 
the  District  of  Columbia,  elect  to  retire 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Civil  Service 
Retirement  and  Disability  Act  approved 
May  29,  1930,  as  amended,  he  may  with¬ 
draw  the  retirement  funds  deposited  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
12  of  such  act  .approved  September  1, 
1916,  as  amended.” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  amendment  was  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  arfd  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill/was  read  the  third  time  and 
passed. 

APPLICATION  OP  DIVIDENDS  ON  NA¬ 
TIONAL  SERVICE  LIFE  INSURANCE  IN 

PAYMENT  OP  PREMIUMS 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
next  bill  is  Calendar  198,  House  bill  321, 
which  went  to  the  foot  of  the  calendar. 
The  clerk  will  state  the  bill  by  title. 


The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.  R. 
321)  to  provide  on  and  after  January  1, 
1952,  dividends  on  national  service  life 
insurance  shall  be  applied  in  payment 
of  premiums  unless  the  insured  has  re-: 
quested  payment  of  dividends  in  cash. 

Mr.  SCHOEPPEL.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object,  may  we  have  an  explanation 
of  the  bill?  That  is  primarily  the  rea¬ 
son  it  went  to  the  foot  of  the  calendar. 

Mr.  FREAR.  Mr.  President,  I  thank 
the  Senator  from  Kansas,  and  I  shall 
endeavor  to  make  a  brief  explanation. 

The  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  provide 
that  until  and  unless  the  Veterans’  Ad¬ 
ministration  has  received  from  an  in¬ 
sured  a  request  in  writing  for  payment 
in  cash,  any  dividend  accumulations 
and  unpaid  dividends  payable  after 
January  1,  1951,  shall  be  applied  in  pay¬ 
ment  of  premiums  becoming  due  on 
insurance  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the 
dividend. 

The  present  law  provides  that  divi¬ 
dends  must  be  paid  in  cash  and  may 
not  be  used  for  payment  of  premiums, 
except  upon  a  written  request  of  the 
insured.  The  bill  would  substitute 
automatic  application  of  the  dividend 
as  a  premium  payment  for  an  optional 
one,  unless  the  Veterans’  Administration 
receives  from  the  insured  a  request  in 
writing  for  payment  in  cash. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  bill? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill 
(H.  R.  321)  to  provide  that  on  and  after 
January  1,  1952,  dividends  on  national 
service  life  insurance  shall  be  applied  in 
payment  of  premiums  unless  the  insured 
has  requested  payment  of  dividends  in 
cash  was  considered,  ordered  to  a  third 
reading,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That 
concludes  the  call  of  the  calendar. 

The  Chair  lays  before  the  Senate  the 
unfinished  business,  Senate  bill  984. 
SUPPLYING  OP  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  in  its 
issue  of  May  2,  the  Washington  Post 
printed  an  editorial  entitled  “Cheap 
Farm  Labor.”  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  this  editorial,  together  with  a  letter 
dated  May  3,  1951,  signed  by  me  and 
addressed  to  the  editor  of  the  Washing¬ 
ton  Post,  be  printed  in  the  body  of  the 
Record  following  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
and  the  letter  were  ordered  to  be 
printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

[Prom  the  Washington  Post  of  May  2,  1951] 
Cheap  Farm  Labor 

The  Senate  is  now  about  ready,  after  3 
days  of  debate,  to  come  to  a  vote  on  Senator 
Ellender’s  bill  for  the  recruitment  and  ad¬ 
mission  to  the  United  States  of  Mexican  agri¬ 
cultural  workers.  The  bill  was  framed  and 
studied  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  before  the  recently  issued  re¬ 
port  of  the  President’s  Commission  on  Mi¬ 
gratory  Labor  became  available.  It  Ignores, 
or  flouts,  the  most  Important  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  that  Commission.  Indeed,  Senator 
Ellender’s  bill,  if  enacted,  would  serve  mere¬ 
ly  to  perpetuate  shocking  conditions  in  the 
agriculture  of  the  Southwest  that  do  grave 


injury  to  American  and  to  Mexican  farm 
laborers  alike.  Senators  Chavez,  Humphrey, 
and  Lf.hman  have  rendered  valauble  service 
in  exposing  the  evils  and  Inadequacies  of 
this  legislation.  We  hope  that  the  amend¬ 
ments  they  have  urged  will  prevail. 

Senator  Chavez’  action  on  the  measure 
merits  special  commendation.  Many  of  the 
big  growers  in  his  home  State  of  New  Mexico 
want  to  see  it  enacted  without  any  changes — 
because  they  want  the  Mexican  peons  who 
can  be  brought  in  under  contract  to  harvest 
crops  and  then  sent  back  where  they  came 
from.  The  justification  for  bringing  them 
in  is  that  an  adequate  supply  of  American 
farm  workers  is  not  available.  But  the  fact 
is,  as  the  President’s  Commission  made  clear, 
that  there  are  plenty  of  domestic  workers 
available  if  the  growers  would  only  give 
them  decent  wages  and  decent  working  con¬ 
ditions.  The  importation  of  poverty-stricken 
Mexican  peons  in  years  past  has  operated 
to  drive  down  farm  wages  and  to  reduce  a 
million  American  farm  workers  to  a  state 
of  homeless,  rootless  migrancy. 

The  Mexican  Government  now  insists — al¬ 
together  properly,  in  our  judgment — that 
certain  minimum  conditions  be  met  by  the 
growers  for  the  care  of  contract  workers 
brought  in  from  Mexico.  Equivalent  con¬ 
ditions — and  priority  in  consideration- 
should  be  given  to  domestic  workers.  In 
addition  to  this,  responsibility  for  deter¬ 
mining  whether  foreign  workers  are  actually 
needed  should  be  vested  directly  in  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  and  not  left  to  the  discretion 
of  State  and  regional  directors  of  employ¬ 
ment  security;  the  latter  are  simp’y  too 
susceptible  to  the  pressure  of  the  big  grow¬ 
ers.  And,  finally,  there  ought  to  be  a  strin¬ 
gent  prohibition  against  the  employment  of 
so-called  wetbacks — Mexicans  who  come  into 
the  country  illegally.  Without  such  safe¬ 
guards,  the  Ellender  bill  would  serve,  as 
Senator  Chavez  charged,  to  bring  back  the 
things  which  Lincoln  did  away  with  and  to 
bring  about  peonage  in  my  State  and  in  cer¬ 
tain  other  areas  of  the  United  States. 

The  demand  that  such  safeguards  be  In¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  implies  no  hostility  to 
Mexican  immigrants  and  no  desire  to  keep 
American  growers  from  obtaining  all  the 
labor  they  need.  But  the  misery  of  the 
Mexicans  must  no  longer  be  exploited  to  the 
disadvantage  of  themselves  and  of  hungry 
workers  on  this  side  of  the  border. 

United  States  Senate, 

Committee  on  Agriculture 
and  Forestry, 

Washington,  D.  C.,  May  3, 1951, 
Mr.  Herbert  Elliston, 

Editor,  the  Washington  Post, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Elliston  :  An  editorial  published 
In  the  Washington  Post  May  2,  1951,  charged 
that  the  bill,  S.  984,  recommended  for  en¬ 
actment  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  and  Forestry,  “ignores,  or  flouts,  the 
most  important  recommendations  of  that 
Commission”  (the  President’s  Commission 
on  Migratory  Labor) .  I  should  like  to  point 
out  that  the  committee  considered  this  leg¬ 
islation  and  ordered  it  reported  to  the  Senate 
before  the  report  of  the  Commission  was 
issued.  Therefore,  I  submit  that  although 
the  legislation  may  honestly  differ  from  the 
conclusions  of  the  President’s  Commission, 
it  does  not  ignore  or  flout  that  Commission’s 
report. 

The  only  purpose  of  S.  984  is  to  enable 
agricultural  producers  in  this  country  to 
continue  in  a  legal  manner  to  import  needed 
farm  workers  from  Mexico  where  it  is  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible  to  do  so.  The  Mexican 
Government  has  served  notice  they  intend 
to  terminate  the  present  international  agree¬ 
ment  under  which  the  program  is  now  op¬ 
erating  on  June  30,  1951,  unless  the  United 
States  Government  is  authorized  to  do  the 
actual  recruiting  of  agricultural  workers  in 
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Mexico,  and  will  guarantee  compliance  by 
employers  in  this  country  with  the  indi¬ 
vidual  work  contract.  S.  984  would,  there¬ 
fore,  authorize  our  Government  to  carry  out 
its  part  of  the  tentative  agreement  reached 
with  Mexico  this  year  on  these  modifica¬ 
tions.  If  the  bill  is  not  enacted,  there  will 
be  no  legal  program  for  importing  Mexican 
workers  after  June  30,  1951. 

The  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor  took 
nearly  a  year  to  make  its  study.  I  am  sure 
you  will  agree  with  me  that  it  would  be 
impossible  for  a  committee  in  Congress  to 
determine  the  validity  and  merit  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  Commission  and 
have  the  Congress  enact  legislation  based  on 
the  committee’s  findings  by  June  30. 

The  Commission  is  properly  concerned 
with  the  welfare  of  domestic  migratory  farm 
workers  in  this  country.  However,  the  ex¬ 
tent  to  which  the  Federal  Government  will 
pay  transportation  and  subsistence  costs, 
prescribe  minimum  wages,  and  guarantee 
certain  standards  of  working  conditions, 
medical  services,  and  housing  is  a  major 
question  of  national  policy.  Establishing 
such  policy  is  not  the  purpose  of  S.  984. 

While  it  is  true  the  bill  as  reported  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  director  of  State  employ¬ 
ment  service  shall  certify  foreign  workers 
are  needed,  the  bill  was  amended  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate  prior  to  publication  of 
the  editorial  to  provide  that  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  shall  make  such  certification. 

Statements  have  been  made  during  debate 
on  the  bill,  and  I  believe  the  same  conclu¬ 
sions  have  been  drawn  in  the  Commission’s 
report,  that  sufficient  domestic  labor  is  avail¬ 
able  for  agricultural  employment  if  proper 
recruitment  efforts  were  to  be  made.  I 
should  like  to  outline  the  requirements  of 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  be¬ 
fore  it  will  certify  the  unavailability  of  do¬ 
mestic  labor. 

First,  every  employer  must  file  an  order 
with  a  local  employment  office  requesting 
domestic  labor.  The  local  office  searches  its 
files  for  qualified  workers,  and  if  unable  to 
recruit  the  labor  on  the  basis  of  its  records, 
resorts  to  other  recruitment  devices  which 
commonly  include  use  of  the  press  and 
radio.  When  the  local  office  has  been  un¬ 
successful  in  its  own  jurisdiction,  it  origi¬ 
nates  a  clearance  order  which  will  reach 
every  office  in  the  State,  before  the  effort  is 
extended  beyond  State  lines.  Each  local  of¬ 
fice  attempts  to  recruit  the  needed  labor. 

If  there  is  no  labor  supply  within  the 
State,  the  State  office  of  the  employment 
service  sends  the  order  to  adjoining  States, 
where  it  goes  to  local  offices  thought  to  have 
a  potential  supply  of  labor.  Those  local  of¬ 
fices  recruit  labor  through  the  use  of  their 
own  files,  and  by  other  recruitment  devices. 

Should  adjoining  States  be  unable  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  labor,  the  order  goes  to  a  regional 
office  of  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  which  sends  the  order  to  other 
States  which  may  have  a  potential  supply  of 
labor.  If  the  regional  office  first  receiving 
the  order  and  adjoining  regions  cannot  lo¬ 
cate  a  source  of  labor  supply,  the  order  is 
transmitted  to  the  Washington  headquar¬ 
ters,  who  transmit  the  order  to  distant  States 
which  may  have  a  potential  labor  supply. 
When  these  efforts  do  not  produce  the  need¬ 
ed  workers,  then  certification  is  made  that 
Mexican  and  other  foreign  workers  can  be 
imported.  Under  such  a  system,  I  cannot 
see  how  available  domestic  workers  fail  to 
be  utilized  before  foreign  workers  are  im¬ 
ported. 

Another  major  problem  now  being  dis¬ 
cussed  in  relation  to  this  legislation  is  the 
illegal  immigration  of  Mexican  workers,  com¬ 
monly  known  as  wetbacks.  The  bill  pro¬ 
hibits  the  recruiting  of  wetbacks  under  the 
program  authorized  by  the  legislation, 
which  is  a  change  from  the  present  program. 
Furthermore,  it  is  evident  that  if  we  don’t 
have  a  legal  program  for  importing  Mexican 


workers,  the  use  of  wetbacks  will  be  en¬ 
couraged. 

There  are  many  phases  of  the  wetback 
problem  to  be  considered  in  recommending 
Federal  action.  I  have  introduced  S.  1391 
which  would  provide  severe  penalties  for  the 
employment  of  illegal  emigrants,  a  matter 
that  comes  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary.  There  are  still 
other  methods  proposed  for  solving  the 
problem,  and  I  suggest  that  it  would  be  im¬ 
possible  for  Congress  to  consider  all  of  them 
and  enact  this  legislation  by  June  30. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Chairman. 

REPLACEMENT  OF  GENERAL 
MacARTHUR 

Mr.  McCARRAN.  Mr.  President,  this 
Nation  and  a  substantial  part  of  the 
world  have  been  stirred  and  shaken  by 
what  has  come  to  be  known  as  “the 
MacArthur  incident.”  But  the  word  “in¬ 
cident”  is  far  too  narrow.  This  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  tremendous  import.  It  can  do  no 
harm  for  the  Members  of  this  body  to 
pause  for  a  short  space  and  consider 
where  the  roots  of  this  matter  may  lie. 

This  is  not  merely  a  case  of  an  Army 
officer  being  relieved  of  duty.  This  is 
not  merely  a  case  of  a  difference  of 
opinion  between  a  military  commander 
and-  civilian  authority.  It  is  much 
broader  and  much  deeper  than  that. 
Nor  is  this  a  recent  development;  it  goes 
back  a  long  way — 5  or  6  years  at  least, 
back  to  the  policy  disagreements  preced¬ 
ing  and  following  Japan’s  surrender. 

Opposition  to  General  MacArthur,  and 
efforts  to  discredit  him,  to  get  him  out  of 
the  way,  began  at  that  time. 

The  first  and  basic  attack  on  General 
MacArthur  was  conceived  and  launched 
by  the  Communist  Party. 

On  June  2,  1945,  the  National  Board  of 
the  American  Communist  Party  passed 
a  resolution  laying  the  duty  upon  all 
party  members — and  here  I  use  the 
words  of  the  Communist  Party  board’s 
resolution — the  duty  to  work  “to  curb 
those  who  seek  American  imperialist 
control  in  the  Far  East”. 

In  the  discussions  on  the  resolution, 
both  before  and  after  it  had  been  passed, 
the  Communists  made  it  clear  that  Gen¬ 
eral  MacArthur  was  their  target.  When 
I  speak  of  “discussions  on  the  resolu¬ 
tion”,  I  make  that  statement  on  the  basis 
of  testimony  before  the  Internal  Security 
Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary.  The  Communist  lead¬ 
ers  did  not  name  General  MacArthur  in 
their  resolution  of  June  2,  1945;  but  they 
made  it  clear  to  each  other  that  General 
MacArthur  was  their  target;  and  this  was 
soon  made  clear  to  the  rank  and  file  of 
the  party.  Pursuant  to  that  resolution, 
the  Communists  launched  a  vituperative 
propaganda  attack  on  General  MacAr¬ 
thur;  and  that  attack  has  continued  ever 
since. 

From  September  14  to  September  17, 
1945,  James  S.  Allen,  formerly  the  Comin¬ 
tern  agent  to  the  Philippines,  writing  as 
a  foreign  editor  of  the  Daily  Worker,  pre¬ 
sented  an  amalgamation  of  slanders  pur¬ 
portedly  obtained  through  the  Com¬ 
munist  Huks  in  the  Philippines.  In  this 
scurrilous  series  General  MacArthur  was 
presented  as  the  tool  of  reactionary  ele¬ 
ments  in  Asia. 


The  basis  of  all  Communist  criticism 
was  that  General  MacArthur  was  not 
carrying  out  a  revolution  in  Japan,  but 
was  instead  working  with  existing  law- 
enforcement  agencies  to  keep  order  and 
reconstruct  the  country’s  economy.  On 
September  19,  1945,  the  Daily  Worker  re¬ 
ferred  to  him  as  “the  flamboyant  gen¬ 
eral.”  On  September  22,  1945,  the  Daily 
Worker  declared  General  MacArthur  to 
be  “unfit  for  the  crucially  important  as¬ 
signment  of  shaping  the  future  of 
Japan." 

The  Communists  were  open  in  their 
declaration  of  hostility,  charging  that 
he  was  suppressing  the  “democratic  ele¬ 
ments”  —  meaning  themselves  —  and 
making  Japan  “a  bulwark  against  the 
Soviet  Union  and  th»'  progressive  forces 
in  Asia.” 

Their  targets  were  the  emperor  and 
the  zaibatsu,  or  big  business  interests; 
but  in  that  category  they  placed  every¬ 
one  who  was  against  a  revolution  in 
Japan  along  the  lines  which  Communists 
call  “progressive.” 

The  Communists  were  intent  on  a  hard 
peace  for  Japan,  for  the  obvious  reason 
that  such  a  peace  was  calculated  to  drive 
the  Japanese,  in  despair,  into  the  Com¬ 
munist  fold.  The  Communists  there¬ 
fore  reacted  violently  against  General 
MacArthur’s  statement  on  September  17, 
1945,  that  the  occupation  policy  he  was 
executing  was  proceeding  so  smoothly 
that  millions  of  our  men  would  be  able 
to  return  home,  and  billions  of  dollars 
saved,  by  the  reduction  of  the  occupation 
forces  to  200,000  men  within  6  months. 
The  Communist  press  commended  Dean 
Acheson  when  he  rebuked  MacArthur 
the  next  day.  The  Communist  press  on 
September  21,  1945,  criticized  President 
Truman  for  not  being  as  firm  with  Gen¬ 
eral  MacArthur  as  Mr.  Acheson,  whose 
rebuke  to  “the  flamboyant  general”  they 
warmly  commended. 

On  October  4,  the  Daily  Worker  termed 
MacArthur’s  role  in  Japan  as  “outmod¬ 
ed”  and  insisted  that  the  allied  council, 
made  up  of  the  United  States,  Soviet 
Union,  Great  Britain,  and  China,  ad¬ 
minister  Japan.  Of  course,  this  showed 
that  the  Communists,  in  endeavoring  to 
discredit  MacArthur,  were  trying  to  put 
the  Soviet  Union  in  a  position  to  disrupt 
and  paralyze  the  occupation  and  bring 
about  the  same  chaos  as  in  Germany. 

With  the  same  purpose  the  Daily 
Worker  assailed  the  emperor  as  the  cen¬ 
ter  and  backbone  of  reaction,  linking 
him  up  with  the  industrialists  whom  they 
called  Fascists,  and  making  out  that 
General  MacArthur’s  policy  was  to  sup¬ 
port  reactionary  forces  hostile  to  Amer¬ 
ica.  The  truth  was,  of  course,  the  exact 
opposite :  MacArthur  was  in  fact  carry¬ 
ing  out  a  policy  to  rehabilitate  Japan 
along  western  democratic  lines — this,  in¬ 
stead  of  alienating  her  people  by  so- 
called  reforms  inspired  by  the  Commu¬ 
nists  and  which  would  have  led  to  a 
totalitarian  form  of  government. 

On  September  4,  1945,  as  a  forerunner 
to  this  whole  attack  on  MacArthur,  Owen 
Lattimore  gave  a  press  interview  in 
which  he  assailed  the  Zaibatsu  or  indus¬ 
trialists.  The  Daily  Worker  on  Septem¬ 
ber  5  gave  Lattimore  wide  coverage,  em¬ 
phasizing  in  large  type  that  part  of  his 
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speech  which  warned  against  suppress¬ 
ing  the  so-called  democratic  elements  in 
Japan.  The  Communist  Party  immedi¬ 
ately  undertook  an  extensive  distribution 
of  Lattimore’s  attack,  using  their  trade 
unions  and  civic  groups  to  give  it  the 
widest  possible  currency. 

The  Communists  never  gave  up  on  the 
idea  of  destroying  MacArthur.  They 
regarded  him  as  the  chief  obstacle  to 
their  success  in  the  Par  East.  The  or¬ 
gans  of  the  Cominform  such  as  the 
Committee  for  Lasting  Peace  for  Peo¬ 
ple’s  Democracy  announced  not  long  ago 
that  General  MacArthur  would  one  day 
be  tried  as  a  war  criminal.  And  on  April 
9  last — the  very  day  before  his  dismissal 
by  the  President — the  Daily  Worker 
came  out  with  a  banner  lead  line  saying 
that  the  world  was  demanding  his  recall. 

Mr.  President,  it  is  an  unhappy  fact 
that  during  all  this  period.  General  Mac¬ 
Arthur  was  being  opposed  by  officials  of 
our  own  State  Department,  on  much  the 
same  grounds  as  were  being  advanced  by 
the  Communists. 

In  order  to  get  the  proper  background, 
let  us  review  briefly  the  situation  which 
existed  in  the  summer  of  1945,  and  what 
took  place  thereafter. 

In  the  summer  of  1945  Japan’s  defeat 
was  imminent  and  the  Japanese  people, 
asking  only  that  their  Emperor  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  remain,  were  suing  for  peace. 

General  MacArthur,  prepared  for 
trouble  if  it  should  arise,  took  with  him 
to  Japan  25  divisions  and  thousands  of 
service  troops.  As  it  turned  out,  the 
Japanese  did  not  resist  the  occupation, 
because  General  MacArthur,  though  he 
had  been  fierce  in  battle,  elected  to  treat 
the  Japanese  in  defeat  with  restraint 
and  with  humanity.  He  rejected  the  ad¬ 
vice  of  those  who  would  have  liked  to 
impose  a  Morgenthau  plan  on  Japan, 
and  thus  drive  her  people  into  Stalin’s 
arms  by  harsh  treatment.  He  made  use 
of  the  Emperor  in  bringing  the  country 
from  war  to  peace.  He  used  the  latter’s 
authority  and  the  veneration  in  which  he 
is  held  by  the  Japanese  people  to  pacify 
the  country  and  lead  it  along  the  path 
to  democracy.  He  was  able  to  perform 
miracles  of  reconstruction  and  rehabili¬ 
tation,  because  he  enlisted  the  zealous 
cooperation  of  the  people  by  the  wise  and 
restrained  use  of  his  dictatorial  powers. 

He  meted  out  just  punishment  to  all 
criminals  and  those  who  committed 
atrocities.  But  although  urged  by  Com¬ 
munist  sympathizers,  short-sighted  lib¬ 
erals,  and  others  blinded  by  hatred  and 
a  list  for  revenge,  to  play  the  Commu¬ 
nist  game  by  starving  and  oppressing 
the  Japanese  people,  he  refused  to  kick 
the  defeated  in  the  teeth.  Instead  he 
gave  them  hope  of  working  their  passage 
into  the  free  world,  and  thus  encouraged 
their  democratic  reorientation.  He  al¬ 
lowed  the  Japanese  to  elect  a  government 
of  their  own,  thus  teaching  them  self- 
government.  The  occupation  of  Japan 
under  General  MacArthur  will  go  down 
in  history  as  one  of  the  most  successful 
military  occupations  in  history. 

General  MacArthur,  himself,  became 
a  symbol  of  American  justice,  mercy, 
good  will,  respect  for  the  rights  of  all 
mankind,  and  adherence  to  the  demo¬ 


cratic  principle  of  equal  justice  under 
law. 

Had  the  advice  of  General  Mac- 
Arthur’s  opponents  and  detractors  been 
followed  Japan  would  today  be  in  grave 
danger  of  succumbing  to  the  Commu¬ 
nists  just  as,  thanks  largely  to  the  mis¬ 
guided  policy  of  our  State  Department, 
China  did  succumb. 

In  China  our  identification  of  “demo¬ 
cratic”  reform  with  collaboration  with 
the  Communists,  and  our  denial  of  arms 
aid  and  political  support  to  the  National¬ 
ist  Government  unless  it  would  share 
power  with  the  Communists  helped  the 
Communists  to  power,  and  led  directly  to 
the  war  in  Korea. 

How  great  is  the  contrast  between  the 
success  of  the  Japanese  occupation  and 
the  fiasco  of  our  China  policy.  Thanks 
to  General  MacArthur  our  former  enemy, 
Japan,  is  now  our  friend.  Thanks  to 
the  State  Department,  our  former  ally, 
China,  is  now  our  bitter  enemy. 

Thanks  to  General  MacArthur,  our  oc¬ 
cupation  of  Japan  constitutes  a  unique 
example  of  the  successful  administration 
of  a  conquered  country.  This  has  been 
strikingly  demonstrated  since  the  out¬ 
break  of  the  Korean  war,  for  General 
MacArthur  was  able  to  send  his  four  oc¬ 
cupation  divisions  to  Korea  without  fear 
of  a  Japanese  revolt,  and  with  no  dis¬ 
order  even  resulting  from  the  withdraw¬ 
al  of  the  bulk  of  our  Armed  Forces.  It 
has  also  been  shown  by  the  tremendous 
ovation  given  General  MacArthur  at  the 
time  of  his  precipitate  dismissal  and  re¬ 
call. 

The  Japanese  people,  due  largely  to  the 
fact  that  General  MacArthur’s  policies 
have  prevailed,  have  shown  that  they  are 
ready  to  act,  if  we  let  them,  as  a  bulwark 
against  the  expansion  of  Communist  to¬ 
talitarian  tyranny  in  the  Far  East.  How 
disastrous  would  have  been  the  conse¬ 
quences  to  our  security  had  the  Com¬ 
munists  and  their  sympathizers  or  dupes 
been  successful  in  thwarting  MacArthur. 
And  we  have  never  been  told  the  full 
story  of  how  nearly  they  succeeded.  We 
do  know,  however,  that  General  Mac¬ 
Arthur  was  harassed  and  his  task  rend¬ 
ered  far  more  difficult  than  it  should 
have  been  by  the  outside  forces. 

I  have  referred  to  the  fact  that  if  the 
advice  of  General  MacArthur’s  oppon¬ 
ents  and  detractors  had  been  followed, 
Japan  would  today  be  in  grave  danger  of 
succumbing  to  the  Communists.  That 
implies,  of  course,  that  there  is  no  such 
danger  today;  and  I  want  to  qualify  that 
implication.  I  do  not  believe  there  would 
be  any  grave  danger  of  Communist  suc¬ 
cesses  in  Japan  if  General  MacArthur 
had  remained  there;  but  I  cannot  say 
what  the  result  may  be,  now  that  he  has 
been  recalled.  The  recall  itself  has  been 
interpreted  already,  in  some  quarters,  as 
a  “go  ahead”  signal  to  the  Communists 
in  Japan.  Furthermore,  we  cannot  ac¬ 
curately  evaluate,  for  the  future,  the  ef¬ 
fect  of  the  day-by-day  absence  from  the 
scene  of  the  one  man  available  to  us 
whose  breadth  of  knowledge  and  depth 
of  understanding  of  the  Japanese  peo¬ 
ple,  and  of  the  history  and  problems  and 
philosophies  not  only  of  Japan  but  of  all 
'•ua,  could  be  counted  upon  to  avoid 


even  the  small  mistakes  which,  under  the 
circumstances,  might  grow  or  be  mag¬ 
nified  into  disastrous  results. 

I  do  not  mean  to  make  any  pessimistic 
predictions  with  regard  to  Japan,  nor 
imply  any  criticism  of  his  successor.  It 
may  be  that  General  MacArthur’s  work 
has  been  so  well  done  that  Japan  will 
remain  safe  from  communism  even  in  his 
absence.  But  the  fact  remains  that 
many  in  this  country  feel,  not  without 
reason,  that  our  position  in  Japan,  as  in 
all  Asia,  is  less  secure  since  General  Mac¬ 
Arthur  has  returned  home. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  said  that  attacks 
by  officials  of  our  own  State  Department 
paralleled  the  Communist  offensive 
against  General  MacArthur,  back  as 
early  as  1945  in  that  connection.  I  have 
already  mentioned  Owen  Lattimore. 

Remember  that  when  General  Mac¬ 
Arthur  estimated,  in  the  summer  of  1945, 
that  he  would  require  only  200,000  troops 
to  administer  Japan,  he  based  his  assess¬ 
ment  on  the  Japanese  response  to  the 
first  expression  of  his  policy  which  called 
for  moderation  and  peaceful  evolution 
toward  a  democratic  set-up. 

The  New  York  Times  of  September  20, 
1945,  carried  the  following  report  from 
Washington: 

The  State  Department  revealed  today  a  de¬ 
cision  for  social  and  economic  revolution  in 
Japan  and  emphasized  that  it  would  he  car¬ 
ried  out  regardless  of  what  might  be  said 
about  slashing  the  American  army  of  occupa¬ 
tion. 

In  a  statement,  Acting  Secretary  Dean 
Acheson  said  that  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  not  the  occupation  force  under 
Gen.  Douglas  MacArthur  was  determining 
American  policy  toward  Japan. 

It  was  the  second  statement  that  Mr. 
Acheson  had  made  as  a  result  of  General 
MacArthur’s  prediction  that  the  occupation 
army  would  be  cut  to  200,000  in  6  months  be¬ 
cause  things  were  working  out  so  well  inside 
Japan. 

Mr.  Acheson  stated  today  that  this  Govern¬ 
ment’s  Japanese  policy  would  not  be  changed 
and  that  it  would  be  carried  out  regardless 
of  cost.  His  words  were :  “Whatever  it  takes 
to  carry  this  out  will  be  used  to  carry  it 
out.” 

Mr.  Acheson  was  understood  to  speak  with 
the  support  of  the  War  Department  as  well 
as  the  State  Department,  but  there  were 
doubts  whether  his  Implied  criticisms  of 
General  MacArthur  were  made  with  the  full 
backing  of  President  Truman. 

Mr.  Acheson  also  said,  according  to 
the  New  York  Times,  that — 

General  MacArthur  had  Issued  his  occupa¬ 
tion  estimate  without  consultation  with 
Washington. 

This  controversy  was  clear  evidence, 
at  that  time,  and  is  no  less  clear  today, 
that  the  State  Department  at  the  high¬ 
est  level  had  undertaken  a  course  paral¬ 
leling  that  of  the  Communists  in  pur¬ 
suing  a  hard  peace,  and  was  denouncing 
the  general  who  was  resisting  such  a 
course.  As  the  case  turned  out,  the 
general  was  right  and  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  was  wrong. 

Our  occupation  force  in  a  short  time 
after  the  general’s  estimate  was  less  than 
200,000  troops,  and  MacArthur’s  occu¬ 
pation  proved  to  be  the  most  successful 
in  history.  By  1946  the  occupation 
forces  numbered  only  150,000;  by  1947 
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1.  FARM  LABOR.  Passed  with  amendments  S.  9^4,  -to  provide  for  importation  of  Mexican 
farm  laborers.  Agreed  to  amendments  as  follows:  By  Sen.  Douglas,  providing 
penalties  for  certain  employers  of  Mexican  laborers  illegally  in  the  U.  S. ;  by 
Sen.  Morse,  barring  foreign  workers  .'to  certain  employers  who'  hire  Mexican  aliens 
illegally  in  the  U.  S.;  by  Sen.  Anderson,  regarding  foreign  workers  already  in 
the  U.  S0  by  virtue  of  legal  entry;  and  by  Sen.  Humphrey,  to  attract  American 
workers  at  terms  and  conditions  comparable  to  those  offered  foreign  labor. 
Rejected  the  following  amendments:  By  Sen.  Cordon  (31  to  43),  providing  tha.t 
reception  centers  for  foreign  workers  be  distributed  geographically  according  to 
need  for'  such  workers;  by  Sen.  Eumphrey,  permitting  immigration  inspectors  to 
inspect  places  of  employment  .of  foreign  workers  to  determine  whether  they  are 
illegally  in  the  U.  S0;  and  by'  Sen.  Humphrey,  requiring  wages  to  be  paid  to 
foreign  workers  at  rates  prevailing  for  the  crops  in  the  locations  involved. 

The  bill,  a.s  passed,  was  printed  in  the  Record.  (pp»  50^3“7?>  50^2-102.) 


SUFPLmELTTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1951.  This  bill,  K.  R.  35S7,  was  nad&  the 
unfinished. ^business.  Sen.  Hayden  said  he  thought  the  bill  could  be_  disposed  of 
today,  (p, 


3*  PROPERTY.  Received  from  uSA^.^oroposed  bill  Mto  asiigftd  or  repeal  certain  Govern¬ 
ment  property  3awsn;  to  Expendi'fe>e§i  in  th-e ’^xecut  ive  Lena  rt  rants  Committee  (p» 


****** 


5049). 

4.  FO CT-AND-1 1 OTJTH  DISEAg^-fieceived' the  USDA  report 
campaign  f  orMgwwr*’!^!  (p.  5043). 


foot-and-mouth  disease 


5.  ORIENTAL  FRUITFLY.  Received  a,  commendation  to  Corgress  and  USDA  from  the^awaii 
Legislature,  for  assistance  in  meeting  the  oriental-fruitfly  threat  (p.  505: 


— 2— 


IAD  PRICES.  Reps.  Rees,  Kans .  *  Andersen,  Minn.;  Hoff  nan,  Mich. ;  Gossett,  Ce^i ; 
id  Rankin,  Miss,  criticized  the  OPS  order  for  a  price  roll-hack  on  "beef  an£r 
predicted  that  it  would'  result  in  a  shortage  of  neat  (mm.  5105-3). 

'Rep.  Javits,  N.  Y. ,  said  he  thought  the  provisions  of  the  Defense  Pi 
Act  dealing  with  food  prices  were  discriminatory  and  said  the  ‘’present 
on  beef  needs  to  "be  supported  (p.  5106) . 

, 

7.  PERSONNEL .  •,  The  "Daily  Digest11  states  that  the  Miller  subcommittee  of  the  Post 
Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  ’’approved  for  reporting  to  the  /full  connit- 
tee  H.  R.  2013 ,  to  provide  that  certain,  employees  reduced  in  grade  under  the 
Classification.  Act  of  1945  shall  continue  to  receive  their  former  "basic  com¬ 
pensation  as  l9<ng  as  they  remain,  in  the  same  position  hut  vacancies  shall  he 
•’  filled  at  the  neV  level.  As’ approved,  the  hill  was  amended  fo  as  to  allow-  in¬ 
grade,  meritorious,  and  longevity  promotions.  n  (p.  D371  • ) 

S.  RPC  AUDIT.  Received  the  3A0  audit  renort  on  RFC  (H.  D0C./25)  (u.  5137)- 

few 

\ 

9.  RESEARCH  REPORT.  Received.  from  this  Department  the  re/ort  of  research  work 

V  -  f 

being  performed  under  cobfr  cts  or  cooperative  agreements  pursuant  to  the 
Research  and  Marketing  .-ctS.cf  1946;  to  Agriculture  Committee  (p.  5137)* 


10 


TAXATION".  The  Ways  and  Means  ^Committee  announced/some  tentative  decisions  with 
regard  to  taxation  of  capita.!  Vsscts,  capital  g^ins,  and  the  taxation  of  the 
capital  grain  from  the  sale  of  residences  (m.  5572). 

Agreed  to  the  Senate  amendment  to  H.  R.  lg>b,  to  allow  the  consumer  of  gaso¬ 
line  to  deduct,  for  income  ounosels.,  State  >Paxes  on  gasoline  imposed  on  the 


wholesaler  and  ma.ssed  on  to  the  consumer  5107)* 

\ 

DILLS  IETMDUCED 


11 


FARM  LA30R.  H.  R.  3994,  hy  Rep.  Siko/,  Flat,..,  to  amend  the  definition  of  ’’agri¬ 
culture”  as  contained  in  section  3 yvf)  of  rfee  Fp.ir  Labor  Standards  Act  of  193S; 
to  Education  and  Labor  Committee  (£>.  5137/*  \ 

12.  ANNUAL  LEAVE.  H.  R.  3993,  hy  R/.  Scott,  Fa.,  \  provide  for  tile  issuance  of 
bonds  of  the  U.  S.  in  compensation  for  certain  ahnua.l  leave  accumulated  by 
Government  officers  and.  cmo-Usyccs;  to  Ways  and  Meats  Commit  tee  (p.  5137)* 

v 

ITEMS  I  IT  APPENDIX  \ 


13.  FARM  DEFENSE .  Rep.  Elliott,  Ala. ,  inserted  a  Farm  Journal  article  discussing 

the  .possibilities  of  biological  warfare  against  farms  anceMLive stock  and  some 
of  the  methods  of  cqmha.tting  it  which  have  been  developed  by  the  Government 

(pp.  269I-2). 

14.  EAR!!  LABOR.  Sen /Neely  inserted  a  United  Mine  Workers  Journal  Editorial  urging 

that  action  bey ’taken  to  solve  the  mroblen  of  illegal  entry  of  fr\n  workers  from 
Mexico  (pp.  Aeo6s). 

Rem.  Torty,  Calif.,  inserted  Mew  York  Times  articles  reporting  cha  efforts 
being  made/to  curb  the  illegal  entry  of  farm  workers  from  Mexico  (mp\  A  2701—2). 


15.  MEAT  PRICES.  Extension  of  remarks  oflRem.  Rees,  Earns.,  and  insertion  of\a  Flint 
Hills  /.mors  and  Livestock  Growers  Emergency  Assn,  resolution  criticizing,  the 
OPS  u^'ice  roll-back  order  on  beef  (pp.  A2696— 7). 

16.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  Reverend  Leland  Stork’s  (Washington  Churc 

oY  the  Emimhany)  recent  sermon  favoring  the  shipment  of  grain  to  India  (mm. 

A269 4-5)'.  ~  x  a - 


82d  CONGRESS 
1st  Session 


S.  984 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

May  7  (legislative  day,  May  2),  1951 
Ordered  to  be  printed  as  passed  by  the  Senate 


AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tines  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  That  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding 

4  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows: 

5  “TITLE  V  —AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

6  “Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  pro- 

7  duction  of  agricultural  commodities  and  products  as  the 
3  Secretary  of  Agriculture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying 
^  agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pursuant 

to  arrangements  between  the  United  States  and  the  Republic 
of  Mexico) ,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 
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“(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including  any  such 
workers  temporarily  in  the  United  States  under  legal 
entry)  ; 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception  centers  at 
or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry  of  such  workers  into 
the  continental  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  receiv¬ 
ing  and  housing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  departure  from, 
the  continental  United  States; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such  workers 
from  recruitment  centers  outside  the  continental  United 
States  to  such  reception  centers  and  transportation  from 
such  reception  centers  to  such  recruitment  centers  after 
termination  of  employment; 

“(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such  subsist¬ 
ence,  emergency  medical  care,  and  burial  expenses  (not 
exceeding  $150  burial  expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may 
be  or  become  necessary  during  transportation  authorized 
by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such  workers  are  at  recep¬ 
tion  centers; 

“  (5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers  in  ne¬ 
gotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  employment  (such 
workers  being  free  to  accept  or  decline  agricultural 
employment  with  any  eligible  employer  and  to  choose 
the  type  of  agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
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eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  to  any  workers  of  their  choice  not  under  con¬ 
tract  to  other  employers)  ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  employers 
of  provisions  of  such  contracts  relating  to  the  payment 
of  wages  or  the  furnishing  of  transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under 
this  title  to  any  employer  unless  such  employer  enters  into 
an  agreement  with  the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against  loss 
by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of  such  employer’s  contracts; 

“(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  essential 
expenses,  not  including  salaries  or  expenses  of  regular 
department  or  agency  personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the 
transportation  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this  title 
in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20  per  worker;  and 

“(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in 
which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to  the  reception  center 
in  accordance  with  the  contract  entered  into  under  sec¬ 
tion  501  (5)  and  is  apprehended  within  the  United 
States,  an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal  cost  to  the  employer  of 
returning  other  workers  from  the  place  of  employment 
to  such  reception  center,  less  any  portion  thereof 
required  to  be  paid  by  other  employers. 
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“Sec.  503.  jSTo  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall  he 
available  for  employment  in  any  area  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  for  such  area  has  determined  and  certified  that 
(1)  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and 
qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to 
perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to  he  employed, 
and  (2)  the  employment  of  such  workers  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  similarly  employed,  and  (3)  reasonable 
efforts  have  been  made  to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such 
employment  at  wages  and  standard  hours  of  work  compara¬ 
ble  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this  title  who  are 
not  citizens  of  the  United  States  shah  he  admitted  to  the 
United  States  subject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already 
in,  by  virtue  of  legal  entry  and  otherwise  eligible  for  admis¬ 
sion  to,  the  United  States  may,  pursuant  to  arrangements 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  he 
permitted  to  remain  therein)  for  such  time  and  under  such 
conditions  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Attorney  General  but, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  or  regulation, 
no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which  imposes  Lability 
upon  any  person  for  the  failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart 
from  the  United  States  upon  termination  of  employment : 
Provided,  That  no  workers  shall  be  made  available  under 
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this  title  to,  nor  shall  anv  workers  made  available  under  this 
title  be  permitted  to  remain  in  the  employ  of,  any  employer 
who  has  in  his  employ  any  Mexican  alien  when  such  em¬ 
ployer  knows  or  has  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect 
or  by  reasonable  inquiry  could  have  ascertained  that  such 
Mexican  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United  States. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social 

Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as  follows : 

“  ‘  ( C )  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural 
workers  under  contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with 
title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 
“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
a  new  subparagraph  as  follows: 

“  ‘  (C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural 
workers  under  contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with 
title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 
“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provisions  of  this  title 
shall  not  be  subject  to  the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2 
of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132) . 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(i)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal  and 
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State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursuant  to  such  agreements) 
the  facilities  and  services  of  such  agencies;  and  to  allo¬ 
cate  or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reimburse 
such  agencies  for  expenses  in  connection  therewith ; 

“  ( 2 )  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncom¬ 
pensated  services;  and 

“  ( 3 )  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic 
agricultural  labor  force,  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary 
of  State  in  negotiating  and  carrying  out  agreements  or 
arrangements  relating  to  the  employment  in  the  United 
States,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws,  of  agricultural 
workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

“Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“  ( 1 )  The  term  ‘agricultural  employment’  includes 
services  or  activities  included  within  the  provisions  of 
section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938, 
as  amended,  or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Reve¬ 
nue  Code,  as  amended. 

“  (2)  The  term  ‘employer’  shall  include  an  associa¬ 
tion,  or  other  group,  of  employers,  but  only  if  (A)  those 
of  its  members  for  whom  workers  are  being  obtained  are 
bound,  in  the  event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the  obli¬ 
gations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant  to  section  502,  or 
(B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  individual 
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liability  is  not  necessary  to  assure  performance  of  such 
obligations. 

“Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as 
limiting  the  authority  of  the  Attorney  General,  pursuant  to 
the  general  immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation  of 
aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural  employment  as 
defined  in  section  507,  or  to  permit  any  such  alien  who 
entered  the  United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  purpose 
of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment  under  such 
conditions  and  for  such  time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General, 
shall  specify. 

“Sec.  509.  Any  person  who  shall  employ  any  Mexican 
alien  not  duly  admitted  by  an  immigration  officer  or  not 
lawfully  entitled  to  enter  or  to  reside  within  the  United 
States  under  the  terms  of  this  Act  or  any  other  law  relating 
to  the  immigration  or  expulsion  of  aliens,  when  such  person 
knows  or  has  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or  by 
reasonable  inquiry  could  have  ascertained  that  such  alien 
is  not  lawfully  within  the  United  States,  or  any  person  who, 
having  employed  such  an  alien  without  knowing  or  having 
reasonable  groimds  to  believe  or  suspect  that  such  alien  is 
unlawfully  within  the  United  States  and  who  could  not  have 
obtained  such  information  by  reasonable  inquiry  at  the  time 
of  giving  such  employment,  shall  obtain  information  during 
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the  course  of  such  employment  indicating  that  such  alien  is 

not  lawfully  within  the  United  States  and  shall  fail  to  report 

* 

such  information  promptly  to  an  immigration  officer,  shall  he 
guilty  of  a  felony,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be  pun¬ 
ished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $2,000,  or  by  imprisonment  for 
a  term  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  both,  for  each  alien  in 
respect  to  whom  any  violation  of  this  section  occurs. 

“Sec.  510.  No  workers  will  be  made  available  under 
this  title  for  employment  after  December  31,  1952.” 

Passed  the  Senate  May  7  (legislative  day,  May  2), 
1951. 

Attest:  LESLIE  L.  BIEELE, 

Secretary. 
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1951  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


the  unholy  alliance  between  crime  and  poli¬ 
tics  that  exists  in  our  State. 

Missourians  were  particularly  disappointed 
that  the  committee  failed  to  shed  any  new 
light  on  the  theft,  on  May  27,  1947,  of  the 
ballots  making  up  the  evidence  of  the  no¬ 
torious  vote  frauds  in.  the  primary  election 
of  1946  in  Kansas  City.  This  was  an  act  of 
outrageous  violence  which  struck  at  the  very 
roots  of  our  free  institutions.  It  struck  at 
the  very  foundations  of  law  and  order.  To 
this  day,  nearly  4  years  later,  this  crime  has 
gone  unwhipped  of  justice. 

When  no  arrests  were  made  for  this  wicked 
crime  it  was  widely  interpreted  as  evidence 
of  a  new,  efficient  working  partnership  be¬ 
tween  crime  and  politics.  This  successful 
attack  upon  the  rights  of  the  people  pro¬ 
vided  an  incentive  for  more — and  more — 
crime.  Twenty-one  unsolved  murders  fol¬ 
lowed  in  rapid  succession,  climaxed  by  the 
bloody  killings  last  year  of  Charles  Binaggio 
and  Charles  Gargotta. 

Many  Missourians  have  been  at  a  loss  to 
understand  why  the  law-enforcement  agen¬ 
cies  of  the  Government,  with  all  their  trained 
investigators,  and  with  the  benefit  of  mod¬ 
ern,  scientific  equipment,  cannot  apprehend 
those  guilty  of  the  theft  of  the  ballots.  It  is 
disturbing  to  know  that  this  crime  is  still 
in  the  file  marked  “unsolved.” 

I  know  you  agree  that  honest,  fair  elec¬ 
tions  and  clean  government,  free  from  the 
taint  of  criminal  corruption,  are  considera¬ 
tions  that  rise  far  above  mere  partisan  or 
factional  politics. 

Should  you  and  your  colleagues  decide,  as 
I  hope  you  will,  to  make  a  full  and  complete 
investigation  of  the  theft  of  the  ballots  and 
■the  situation  generally  in  Missouri,  I  shall  be 
very  glad  to  cooperate  in  every  way  I  can. 

Sincerely  yours, 

James  P.  Kem. 

SUPPLYING  OP  AGRICULTURAL 
WORKERS  FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  suggest 
the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  proceeded  to  call  the 
roll. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for  a 
quorum  call  be  rescinded  and  that  fur¬ 
ther  proceedings  under  the  call  be  sus¬ 
pended. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ob¬ 
ject  to  that.  I  should  like  to  have  as 
many  Senators  as  possible  present. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  proceed  with  the  calling  of  the 
roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  resumed  the  call  of 
the  roll. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  again  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  order  for 
a  quorum  call  be  rescinded  and  that  fur¬ 
ther  proceedings  under  the  call  be  sus¬ 
pended. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 

The  Chair  will  state  the  parliamentary 
situation.  Under  the  unanimous-consent 
agreement  previously  entered  into  the 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  relating  to  the  establishment  of 
reception  centers  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon],  for  himself 


and  other  Senators,  as  a  substitute  for 
lines  7  to  12,  inclusive,  on  page  2  of  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  984,  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement  the  time  for  debate  is 
equally  divided  between  the  proponent, 
the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon], 
and  the  opponent,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender],  with  20  min¬ 
utes  allotted  to  each  side.  The  Chair  is 
therefore  required  to  recognize  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon.  The  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
make  inquiry  of  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  with  respect  to  the  division  of 
time?  Do  I  understand  that  the  pro¬ 
ponent  has  20  minutes  allotted  to  him 
at  this  time,  and  that  he  must  use  the 
time  now  or  not  at  all? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  20  miuntes  on 
his  amendment,  and  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  has  20  minutes  in  opposition 
to  the  Senator’s  amendment. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  am  perfectly  willing 
to  submit  the  amendment  at  this  time. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  may  bring  up  some  points 
which  I  may  feel  should  be  responded  to. 
I  had  hoped  that  we  might  have  a  divi¬ 
sion  of  time  by  which  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  would  be  able  to  make  a  pres¬ 
entation  of  his  viewpoint  and  I  might 
have  an  opportunity  to  respond,  if  I  felt 
it  was  necessary  to  do  so. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  my  under¬ 
standing  that  the  Senator  from  Oregon 
need  not  use  all  of  his  time  at  once.  He 
may  use  5  minutes,  10  minutes,  or  15 
minutes  at  this  time,  if  he  wishes  to  do 
so.  I  am  perfectly  willing  to  cut  5  or  10 
minutes  off  my  time. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  such  time  to  the  Senator  from 
Wyoming  [Mr.  O’Mahoney]  as  he  may 
desire  to  take. 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  Oregon  and  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  for  permitting 
me  to  make  a  few  comments  at  this  time. 
The  subcommittee  on  Armed  Services 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations 
should  now  be  hearing  testimony  with 
reference  to  the  fourth  supplemental 
appropriations  bill.  Inasmuch  as  I  am 
the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
must  go  to  the  hearing  as  quickly  as  pos¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  President,  I  wish  to  say  that  my 
experience  in  the  State  of  Wyoming  and 
my  knowledge  of  conditions  existing 
throughout  the  Rocky  Mountain  West, 
where  wool  is  produced  and  sugar  is  pro¬ 
duced,  indicate  to  me  that  there  is  a 
shortage  of  the  type  of  labor  which  is' 
available  for  work  upon  farms  and 
ranches. 

The  conditions  of  employment 
througout  the  West  are  such  that  it  is 
extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
obtain  workers  to  go  on  the  ranges  to 
herd  sheep.  It  is  very  difficult  to  find 
workers  to  be  employed  in  the  beet  fields. 
I  am  very  much  afraid  that  the  bill,  as 
It  was  reported  by  the  committee,  with¬ 
out  amendment,  would  not  provide  the 
labor  which  we  need.  In  the  past  Mexi¬ 


can  labor  has  been  used  almost  continu¬ 
ously.  It  was  highly  necessary  during 
the  war  that  arrangements  be  made  with 
the  Government  of  Mexico  whereby 
such  workers  would  be  available  in  our 
agricultural  enterprises. 

I  feel  that  the  amendment  which  has 
been  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  is  highly  essential  if  we  are  to  main¬ 
tain  the  production  which  we  ought  to 
have.  Wool  production  is,  of  course, 
very  necessary  in  the  United  States.  The 
growing  of  sheep  has  diminished  con¬ 
siderably  during  the  past  several  years, 
chiefly  because  of  the  lack  of  labor  com¬ 
petent  and  willing  to  do  the  work.  Con¬ 
sequently  we  should  now  take  no  chances 
at  all,  but  should  draft  the  bill  in  such 
form  as  to  guarantee  that  Mexican  labor 
will  be  available. 

The  office  of  the  distinguished  senior 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez] 
communicated  with  me  this  morning  and 
asked  me  to  insert  in  the  Record  a  let¬ 
ter  which  was  received  by  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  from  Mr!  J.  B.  Wilson, 
secretary  of  the  Wyoming  Wool  Growers 
Association.  The  letter  is  dated  May  1, 
1951.  I  should  like  to  read  it  into  the 
Record  : 

Wyoming  Wool  Growers  Association, 

McKinley,  Wyo.,  May  1,  1951, 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez:  I  was  interested  In 
reading  the  debate  on  the  foreign  labor  bill 
in  the  Senate  on  April  26  and  27  and  noticed 
that  on  the  27th,  in  speaking  to  Senator 
Wherry,  of  Nebraska,  you  indicated  that 
plenty  of  sheep  herders  could  be  supplied 
from  your  State. 

As  you  undoubtedly  know,  Wyoming  has 
been  for  many  years  using  a  lot  of  sheep 
herders  from  the  good  State  of  New  Mexico. 
These  herders  have  in  the  main  proved  satis¬ 
factory  and  many  of  them  come  to  Wyom¬ 
ing  in  the  spring  to  lamb  the  sheep  and 
stay  during  the  summer  and  return  to  New 
Mexico  when  the  lambs  are  delivered  in  the 
fall  and  the  sheep  men  are  reducing  their 
flocks  due  to  the  sale  and  shipment  of  lambs 
and  aged  ewes  Many  families  have  been 
coming  to  Wyoming  for  a  good  many  years. 

The  citizens  of  New  Mexico,  who  herd 
sheep  in  Wyoming,  are  paid  the  same  scale 
of  wages  as  are  any  other  herders  and,  as 
I  have  said  before,  have  usually  been  quite 
satisfactory. 

However,  there  seems  to  be  a  scarcity  of 
experienced  herders  in  New  Mexico  at  this 
time,  as  growers  who  talk  to  me  advise  that 
they  find  difficulty  in  getting  enough  ex¬ 
perienced  herders  from  your  State. 

I  am  advised  by  wool  growers  in  our  State 
that  the  help  they  are  getting  for  lambing 
is  the  most  inefficient.  Of  course,  they  re¬ 
cruit  this  help  from  the  local  employment 
Service  offices  and  they  also  report  a  short¬ 
age  of  herders.  Most  of  them  would  wel¬ 
come  the  opportunity  of  getting  some  ex¬ 
perienced  herders  from  your  State  and  if 
you  can  tell  us  where  we  might  secure  some 
experienced  herders,  I  am  sure  the  wool 
growers  of  our  State  will  be  most  grateful. 

Up  to  say  10  or  15  years  ago  we  had  no 
difficulty  in  securing  most  of  our  needs  for 
herders  from  the  State  of  New  Mexico  be¬ 
cause  the  herders  that  had  herded  here  the 
previous  year  would  recruit  additional  herd¬ 
ers  and  we  usually  had  a  fairly  good  supply 
of  herders  from  your  State,  but  in  recent 
years  it  has  been  impossible  to  secure  enough 
herders  from  New  Mexico  and  I  think  it 
will  be  found  that  our  State  pays  wages  as 
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high  as  any  State  and  the  majority  of  our 
people  do  use  herders  from  the  State  of  New 
Mexico  and  if  you  can  tell  us  where  we  can 
secure  any  experienced  herders,  we  will  ap¬ 
preciate  it. 

Thanking  you  in  advance  and  with  kindest 
regards,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

J.  B.  Wilson,  Secretary. 

Mr.  President,  I  concur  in  what  Mr. 
Wilson  says.  I  know  that  the  wool 
growers  of  Wyoming  would  be  very 
happy  to  receive  sheep  herders  from  New 
Mexico,  and  would  be  very  glad  to  af¬ 
ford  them  satisfactory  employment  and 
pay  them  good  wages.  If  they  do  come 
from  New  Mexico  we  shall  be  very  happy 
to  have  them.  But  my  judgment  is  that 
we  should  not  be  forced  to  depend  solely 
upon  that  source  of  supply,  but  should 
have  the  aid  which  would  be  provided  by 
the  Cordon  amendment,  to  make  the 
supply  of  Mexican  labor  more  available. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  \\ill 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I. yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  wonder  if  the 
Senator  would  be  interested  in  a  news¬ 
paper  article  dated  Aoril  26  on  the  farm- 
labor  shortages  in  New  Mexico.  Mau¬ 
rice  F.  Miera,  executive  director  of  the 
State  Employment  Security  Commission, 
stated  that  we  would  have  a  shortage  of 
24,000  farm  laborers  in  New  Mexico 
during  the  cotton-picking  season.  He 
pointed  out  that  the  demand  for  sea¬ 
sonal  farm  workers  in  the  State  will 
reach  a  postwar  peak  of  37,850  during 
the  1951  harvest,  and  that  cotton  pick¬ 
ing  alone  would  demand  36,000  workers 
in  late  October  and  early  November. 

Max  R.  Salazar,  State  director  for  the 
New  Mexico  Employment  Service,  stated 
that  while  he  had  made  arrangements 
with  agencies  in  other  States  to  try  to 
bring  in  laborers,  the  shortages  which 
cannot  be  met  by  domestic  workers 
would  have  to  be  met  by  importing  for¬ 
eign  workers,  preferably  Mexican  farm 
laborers. 

I  ask  the  Senator  if  he  believes  that 
with  a  shortage  of  that  size  in  a  small 
State  such  as  New  Mexico,  there  is  much 
chance  of  Wyoming  getting  additional 
help  from  New  Mexico? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  The  information 
which  the  Senator  affords  the  Senate  is 
most  persuasive. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Will  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  permit  me  to  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  place  the  whole  of  this 
brief  article  in  the  Record  at  this  point? 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  I  shall  be  very 
glad  to  have  it  inserted  in  the  Record 
immediately  following  my  remarks,  or  at 
this  point. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  entire  ar¬ 
ticle  with  reference  to  farm-labor  short¬ 
ages  in  New  Mexico  be  printed  in  the 
Record  at  the  conclusion  of  the  remarks 
of  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Wyo¬ 
ming. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Hol¬ 
land  in  the  chair).  Without  objection, 
it  is  so  ordered. 

(See  exhibit  A.)1 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  my 
point  is  that  the  bill  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
is  greatly  needed,  but  it  should  be 


amended  by  the  amendment  offered  by 
the  Senator  from  Oregon.  I  sincerely 
hope  that  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender]  will  accept  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  has  been  proposed. 

I  thank  the  Senator  from  Oregon  for 
permitting  me  to  make  my  statement  at 
this  time. 

Exhibit  A 

Farm  Labor  Shortages  Seen  in  New  Mexico 

Albuquerque,  April  26. — Maurice  F.  Miera, 
executive  director  of  the  State  employment 
security  commission,  today  forecast  a  short¬ 
age  of  24,000  farm  workers  in  New  Mexico 
during  the  cotton-picking  season. 

Miera  said  the  forecast  was  the  result  of  a 
recent  analysis  of  farm-lahor  requirements 
prepared  by  the  farm  placement  division  of 
the  State  employment  service. 

The  executive  director  said  the  demand 
for  seasonal  farm  workers  in  the  State  will 
reach  a  postwar  peak  of  37,850  during  the 
1951  harvest. 

Cotton  picking  alone  will  demand  36,000 
workers  in  late  October  and  early  November. 

Max  R.  Salazar,  State  director  for  the  New 
Mexico  Employment  Service,  reported  that 
agreements  have  meen  made  with  other  State 
employment  services  to  direct  surplus  work¬ 
ers  into  the  State  to  help  alleviate  the  short¬ 
age. 

Salazar  said  that  shortages  which  cannot 
be  met  by  domestic  workers  will  be  certified 
as  requiring  foreign  workers,  probably  Mexi¬ 
can  farm  laborers. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  may  I 
ask  how  much  time  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  9  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  North  Dakota  [Mr.  Young]  for  the 
purpose  of  making  an  insertion  in  the 
Record. 

*  Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  during 
the  course  of  the  debate  on  the  farm- 
labor  bill  reference  was  made  to  the 
testimony  of  representatives  of  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  be¬ 
fore  the  subcommittee  of  the  Senate 
Appropriations  Committee  which  was 
given  several  weeks  ago.  In  that  con¬ 
nection,  as  a  member  of  the  Senate  Ap¬ 
propriations  Committee,  I  should  like 
to  have  placed  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  the  complete  testimony  of  Mr. 
Goodwin,  Director  of  the  United  States 
Employment  Service,  so  that  the  Record 
may  be  complete,  particularly  as  it  re¬ 
lates  to  utilization  of  the  American  do¬ 
mestic  labor  supply,  the  use  of  American 
Indians,  and  the  use  of  Puerto  Ricans 
insofar  as  agricultural  employment  is 
concerned. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  testi¬ 
mony  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows: 

FARM  LABORERS 

Senator  Chavez.  Yes.  Now  to  some  extent 
your  work  is  concerned  with  farm  laborers, 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  a  very  important 
part  of  our  job. 

Senator  Chavez.  Of  course  it  is  important, 
but  what  are  you  going — what  is  the  agency 
doing  in  order  to  get  American  labor  to  those 
spots?  I  am  talking  about  American  labor 
how. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  In  the  farm  program  we  are 
putting  all  of  the  emphasis  we  can  on  the 
utilization  of  domestic  labor.  We  are  trying 
to  get  it  transferred  from  one  place  to  an¬ 
other;  that  is,  where  it  is  available  in  one 
place,  and  needed  some  place  else. 


PLACEMENT  OF  INDIAN  LABOR 

Senator  Chavez.  What  are  you  doing  about 
the  Indians?  They  can  get  killed  on  Oki¬ 
nawa  or  raise  a  flag  on  Iwo  Jima,  but  what 
are  you  doing  to  get  them  a  job  on  a  farm? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  The  Indians? 

Senator  Chavez.  Yes. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  We  have  worked  out  pro¬ 
grams  with  the  Indian  Service  for  the  use  of 
the  Indians. 

Senator  Chavez.  What  do  you  do  with  the 
Indian  himself,  not  the  Indian  Service — 
that  is  another  Bureau  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  I  know  that  we  have  placed 
many  of  the  Indians  on  farm  work. 

Senator  Chavez.  We  have  possibly  90,000 
Indians  in  my  State,  and  they  are  good 
enough  to  be  killed  in  Korea,  but  you  prefer 
to  get  some  Jamaica  Negroes  or  Mexican  la¬ 
borers  rather  than  putting  some  of  those  In¬ 
dians  to  work.  What  are  you  doing  as  far 
as  American  labor  is  concerned,  sir? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  We  have  placed  many  of 
those  Indians;  many  of  them  from  your 
State. 

Senator  Chavez.  I  don’t  want  the  Indian 
Service  to  be  the  determining  factor.  What 
do  you  do  about  going  to  the  reservations, 
and  getting  those  Indians  a  job,  such  as  pick¬ 
ing  parsley  or  celery  or  whatever  it  may  be, 
in  California  or  Oregon? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  We  have  sent  people  to  those 
reservations,  and  we  have  recruited  the  In¬ 
dians  and  placed  them  on  farm  work. 

PUERTO  RICAN  LABOR 

Senator  Chavez.  What  about  the  Puerto 
Ricans?  I  just  saw  a  picture  of  a  boy  the 
other  day  at  Walter  Reed  Hospital  with  two 
legs  gone  and  a  right  arm  gone.  What  are 
you  doing  about  his  brother,  who  may  need  a 
job? 

Mr.  Dodson.  As  I  think  you  know,  Puerto 
Ricans  were  not  used  in  World  War  II. 

Senator  Chavez.  Why?  They  were  used  at 
Guadalcanal. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  I  know,  sir. 

Senator  Chavez.  General  del  Valle  was  at 
Guadalcanal  and  he  was  at  Iwo  Jima  and  at 
Okinawa.  There  is  not  a  single  American 
military  cemetery  anywhere  that  does  not 
have  some  Puerto  Ricans.  Why  were  they 
not  used  for  labor?  Is  that  the  policy  of  the 
Department? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  I  don’t  know,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  think  it  was  a  poliGy  of  discrimination,  and 
I  think  it  showed  up  in  many  places. 

EMPLOYMENT  SERVICE  EXTENDED  TO  PUERTO  RICO 

We  didn’t  have  the  Employment  Service 
extended  to  Puerto  Rico  until  a  few  months 
ago. 

Senator  Chavez.  I  know,  because  the  De¬ 
partment  would  prefer  to  get  Jamaican 
Negroes  who  would  complain  to  His  Majesty’s 
consul  in  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  We  favored  the  extension  of 
the  program  to  Puerto  Rico  a  long  time  ago. 

Senator  Chavez.  Why  have  you  not  done 
it?  Why  have  you  not  talked  to  Senator 
Knowland  or  to  pie  about  that  proposition? 
Do  you  not  think  that,  if  they  are  good 
enough  to  die  for  their  country,  they  are 
good  enough  to  be  given  work? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  I  absolutely  agree  with  you. 

Senator  Chavez.  What  have  you  done 
about  it? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  We  have  been  doing  every¬ 
thing  we  can  to  increase  the  use  of  them  in 
the  past  years. 

Senator  Chavez.  Would  you  rather  get  a 
Mexican  laborer  from  across  the  border  for 
80  cents  a  day  than  to  pay  a  boy  who  might 
have  a  brother  who  was  killed  in  the  war  and 
pay  him  sound  wages  in  the  United  States? 
Is  that  not  the  picture? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  not  right,  so  far  as 
this  problem — so  far  as  our  attitude  toward 
this  problem  is  concerned.  We  have  been 
working  to  get  a  greater  use  of  them. 

I  cannot  give  you  the  answers  to  all  of 
these  questions  as  far  as  World  War  II  is 
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concerned,  because  I  was  not  in  charge  of 
the  program  then. 

UTILIZATION  OP  FOREIGN  LABOR 

Senator  Chavez.  As  the  chairman  of  this 
committee,  and  as  an  individual  only — and 
I  do  not  represent  the  views  of  the  commit¬ 
tee — I  am  not  in  favor  of  giving  the  Depart¬ 
ment  any  money  to  go  down  and  get  for¬ 
eigners  to  work  in  the  country  when  we 
have  people  like  the  Indians  and  local  citi¬ 
zens  who  are  around  here,  and  who  are 
drafted,  and  yet  who  cannot  get  a  job,  while 
some  foreigners  are  brought  into  the  country 
to  work. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  I  agree  with  that,  except 
that  I  would  say  that  we  are  doing  every¬ 
thing  we  can  with  the  resources  we  have. 
Now  there  was  a  great  deal  more  done  on 
some  phases  of  this  problem  in  World  War  II. 
At  that  time  Congress  was  appropriating 
about  $30,000,000  a  year  for  that  purpose; 
that  is,  transportation  costs,  housing  costs, 
and  medical  costs.  That  was  all  wiped  out 
at  the  end  of  the  war,  and  the  problem  was 
turned  over  to  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service,  and  we  were  expected  to  do 
many  of  the  same  things  without  any  addi¬ 
tional  funds. 

Senator  Chavez.  Well,  how  did  you  get  the 
Jamaicans  or  the  Panamanians?  How  did 
you  get  them  here?  That  costs  money,  too, 
you  know. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  They,  because  of  the  condi¬ 
tions  that  exist  in  those  countries,  Mr. 
Chairman,  are  willing  to  come  under  condi¬ 
tions  that  our  domestic  laborers  would  not — 

Senator  Chavez.  Are  we  working  for  the 
other  countries,  or  are  we  working  for  the 
American  citizens?  What  is  this  Govern¬ 
ment  for? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  We  are  working  for  the 
American  citizens,  of  course. 

PUERTO  RICAN  EMPLOYMENT  OFFICE 

Senator  Knowland.  How  long  have  you  had 
thi  Puerto  Rican  Employment  Office? 

IVir.  Goodwin.  That  legislation  was  passed 
late  in  the  last  session,  Senator,  and  the  en¬ 
abling  legislation  in  Puerto  Rico  was  passed 
within  recent  weeks.  You  might  say  that 
it  is  just  now  getting  under  way.  The  Fed¬ 
eral  legislation  only  made  it  possible.  Then 
they  had  to  pass  enabling  legislation  in 
Puerto  Rico  in  order  to  operate,  just  like  the 
States. 

Senator  Chavez.  I  know  that  the  basic 
legislation  for  the  country  is  the  constitu¬ 
tion  of  the  country,  am  I  right? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Chavez.  All  right.  They  are  citi¬ 
zens.  They  had  possibly  50,000  in  the  First 
World  War.  In  the  last  war  they  had  a  little 
better  than  90,000. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Who? 

Senator  Chavez.  The  Puerto  Ricans.  Why 
should  not  they  be  subject  to  the  law  of  the 
land,  which  is  the  constitution? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  They  should  be — and  we 
have  done  everything  that  we  can  to  promote 
their  use. 

Senator  Chavez.  You  tell  us  that  because 
some  people  would  work  under  conditions 
that  they  would  not  work  under,  you  allowed 
them  to  come  into  the  country? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  You  asked  me  why  some  of 
the  British  West  Indians  and  some  others 
came  in. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  is  right.  They  will 
go  to  Delaware  and  they  will  go  to  New  Jer¬ 
sey,  and  if  they  don’t  like  it  there  they  will 
go  down  and  complain  to  His  Majesty’s  con¬ 
sul  about  it,  while  the  Puerto  Rican  takes  it 
on  the  chin. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  The  employers  have  paid  to 
bring  in  some  of  the  foreign  workers.  You 
mentioned,  for  instance,  the  eastern  coast, 
Mr.  Chairman.  There  have  been  no  Mexicans 
used  in  that  area. 

Part  of  the  problem  involved  here  is  dis¬ 
tant.  There  has  been  resistance  to  the  use 


of  Puerto  Ricans,  for  instance,  when  you  get 
to  the  western  part  of  the  country,  because 
of  the  transportation. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  might  be  the  per¬ 
sonal  element;  that  might  be  the  individual 
element.  But  I  am  talking  about  the  Depart¬ 
ment.  What  are  you  doing  about  it,  as  a 
representative  of  Uncle  Sam’s  Government? 
I  am  not  complaining  about  an  individual 
who  might  not  want  Puerto  Ricans  because 
they  are  so  far  away,  but  I  am  talking  about 
the  policy  of  the  Department,  in  trying  to 
employ  American  citizens. 

WORK  STANDARDS  OF  PUERTO  RICAN  LABOR 

Mr.  Goodwin.  The  policy  has  been  one  of 
promoting  the  use  of  American  citizens 
which,  of  course,  includes  Puerto  Ricans. 
We,  on  our  initiative,  entered  into  a  policy 
and  understanding  with  the  Puerto  Rican 
government,  soon  after  this  problem  came 
back  under  our  resoonsibility. 

Senator  Chavez.  But  whv  should  you  have 
an  understanding  with  the  Puerto  Rican 
government?  The  Puerto  Rican  government 
is  like  California  or  New  Mexico  or  Texas. 
What  is  the  difference? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Let  me  explain,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  The  Puerto  Rican  government  passed 
a  law  which  said  that  no  one  could  come 
down  there  and  recruit  Puerto  Ricans  except 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Department  of 
Labor  of  Puerto  Rico.  Then  they  said  that 
in  order  to  recruit  they  had  to  hire  them 
under  a  contract,  and  they  stipulated  what 
the  conditions  of  that  contract  would  be. 

Now,  that  does  not  mean  that  the  individ¬ 
ual  Puerto  Ricans  cannot  themselves  volun¬ 
tarily  migrate  to  the  United  States  and  get 
employment — they  can.  But  most  of  them 
are  unable  to  do  it  because  they  do  not  have 
the  financial  resources.  Most  of  them  on 
farm  work  get  to  that  farm  work  by  recruit¬ 
ment  of  employers.  Those  employers  go 
down  there,  they  advance  the  transportation, 
they  make  the  arrangements. 

Now,  in  order  to  do  that,  the  government 
of  Puerto  Rico  is  insisting  that  they  be 
brought  in  and  worked  under  conditions  of  a 
contract.  That  contract  goes  beyond,  in  its 
requirements,  what  the  workers  on  the 
mainland  of  this  country  normally  get  in 
agricultural  employment,  not  what  workers 
in  this  country  should  get,  but  it  does  go  be¬ 
yond  what  workers  in  agricultural  work 
do,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  normally  get. 

Senator  Chavez.  Normal  pay? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  I  had  in  mind  such  things 
as  the  requirement  of  the  payment  of  in¬ 
surance  and  a  minimum  guaranty  of  a  cer¬ 
tain  amount  of  employment  during  the  per- 
ior  of  the  contract;  stipulations  of  that  kind. 
In  that  respect,  Mr.  Chairman,  they  are  not 
the  same  as  workers  on  the  mainland. 

Senator  Chavez.  In  other  words,  Puerto 
Rico  is  insisting  that  they  be  given  what  we 
brag  about,  American  standards  of  living; 
is  that  it?  That  is,  the  Puerto  Rican  govern¬ 
ment,  through  law,  says,  “You  recruit  work¬ 
ers  in  this  country,  but  under  certain  con¬ 
ditions  of  employment”? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  right,  sir.  May  I 
add  one  other  point? 

Senator  Chavez.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  One  of  the  limitations  on 
the  use  of  them  is  that  the  Puerto  Rican 
government,  when  they  are  recruited  under 
these  conditions,  which  I  have  mentioned, 
has  taken  the  position  that  they  do  not  want 
them  used  in  the  South.  They  feel  that 
there  has  been  discrimination  there,  and 
they  have  taken  a  stand  against  their  use 
there,  which  restricts  the  area  in  which  you 
can  get  them  used. 

Senator  Chavez.  Puerto  Rico  has  insisted 
on  that? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Chavez.  Is  that  part  of  the  basic 
law,  or  have  they  tried  to  arrive  at  an  un¬ 
derstanding  on  that  point? 


Mr.  Goodwin.  I  don’t  think  that  is  in  the 
law,  Senator.  The  law  gives  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  of  Puerto  Rico  broad  author¬ 
ity  to  set  up  regulations  and  control  their 
use.  They  have  taken  that  position  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  use  of  them. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  is  very  interesting, 
because  I  know  of  a  lot  of  Puerto  Ricans 
who  are  buying  sugarcane  and  land  in  Lou¬ 
isiana  and  in  Florida,  yet  they  will  not  let 
their  own  people,  Puerto  Ricans,  come  to 
work  on  the  farms  in,  for  instance,  Florida. 

I  know  of  the  Sireous  farimly,  in  Florida, 
which  owns  quite  a  little  land,  and  who  are 
in  the  banking  business,  but  mainly  in  the 
sugarcane  business.  Senator  Knowland, 
you  would  be  surprised  at  how  many  Puerto 
Ricans  have  gone  into  both  Florida  and 
Louisiana. 

LABOR  STANDARDS  IN  PUERTO  RICO 

Senator  Knowland.  How  do  these  stand¬ 
ards  that  the  Puerto  Rican  government  has 
set  up  compare  with  their  own  minimum  la¬ 
bor  standards  for  agricultural  labor  in  Puerto 
Rico? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  They  have  some  of  them. 
Senator  Knowland.  I  don’t  know  offhand 
about  all  of  them.  Puerto  Rico  has  extended 
its  unemployment  insurance  law,  for  in¬ 
stance,  to  some  farm  workers,  which  we  have 
not  done. 

Senator  Chavez.  But  the  pay  is  different? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  right. 

Senator  Chavez.  When  we  passed  the  min¬ 
imum-wage  law,  it  did  not  apply  to  the 
Puerto  Rican  laborers. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  They  have  gone  further  in 
social  legislation  in  some  areas  than  they 
can  easily  sustain  with  their  economy. 
Some  of  the  things  they  are  asking  we  can¬ 
not  do.  If  you  would  like,  I  would  be  glad 
to  furnish  for  the  record  a  statement  on  that 
situation. 

Senator  Knowland.  I  think  it  might  be 
interesting,  in  view  of  the  discusison  here,  to 
have  an  analysis  of  the  situation. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Yes. 

(The  information  requested  is  as  follows:) 
“Utilization  of  Puerto  Ricans  in  Agricul¬ 
ture  on  the  Mainland 

“In  1946  only  200  Puerto  Ricans  migrated 
to  the  mainland  for  employment;  in  1947, 
875,  and  in  1948,  3,500.  It  was  during  1948 
that  the  United  States  Employment  Service 
first  began  transmitting  orders  for  laborers 
to  Puerto  Rico.  The  following  is  a  table 
showing  employment  of  Puerto  Ricans  in  ag¬ 
riculture  by  States  during  1949  and  1950: 


1949 

1950 

New  Jersey . . . 

3.J32 

982 

4.  500 
1, 275 

New  York . . 

Pennsylvania _ 

176 

1,116 

>5,300 

200 

Michigan . . 

186 

Washington . 

400 

Minnesota _ . _ _ 

35 

500 

Delaware.. . . 

175 

50 

Ohio  _ _ _ 

100 

1,100 

200 

Wisconsin _ 

Total . . 

5,186 

14,  241 

1  Only  900  remained  through  season. 

“The  above  figures  include  transfer  of 
workers  from  one  State  to  another  and  do 
not  include  uncontracted  Puerto  Rican  work¬ 
ers  migrated  on  their  own  volition.  Records 
of  transport  companies  show  that  approxi¬ 
mately  4,700  different  Puerto  Ricans  came  to 
the  Unitad  States  for  employment  during 
1949.  During  1950  approximately  13,500 
Puerto  Ricans  were  contracted  for  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  on  the  mainland  and  in 
addition,  3,000  workers  migrated  to  New  Jer¬ 
sey  without  contract  and  500  were  utilized 
in  Florida  without  benefit  of  contract. 

“In  addition  to  the  foregoing  estimates, 
many  Puerto  Ricans  returned  to  the  main¬ 
land  without  contracts  to  work  for  employ- 
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ers  for  whom  they  had  previously  worked 
under  contract. 

“On  December  5,  1947,  the  Puerto  Rican 
government  passed  legislation  regarding  the 
migration  to  the  United  States  and  other 
countries.  This  act  includes  the  following 
statement: 

“  'The  government  of  Puerto  Rico  neither 
encourages  nor  discourages  the  migration  of 
Puerto  Rican  workmen  to  the  United  States 
or  any  foreign  country.’ 

“Based  upon  the  authority  granted  in  the 
afore-mentioned  act,  the  government  of 
Puerto  Rico  has  required  that  agricultural 
workers  migrating  to  the  mainland  migrate 
under  a  contract.  This  contract  essentially 
provides  the  guaranty  of  160  hours  of  work 
in  each  4-week  period.  Provision  by  the  em¬ 
ployer  for  subsistence  to  the  workers  while 
in  transit  and  prior  to  employment.  The 
contract  provides  for  the  payment  to  Puerto 
Rican  workers  of  the  minimum  prevailing 
hourly  rate  or  the  prevailing  piece  rates, 
whichever  is  greater.  It  provides  that  the 
worker  may  not  be  required  to  work  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  8  hours  in  any  one  day  or  48  in  any 
calendar  week.  It  further  provides  for  the 
coverage,  by  the  employer,  of  the  employee 
under  the  workmen’s  compensation  laws  of 
the  State  in  which  the  employee  is  working. 
This  compensation  coverage  provides  for  the 
employer  to  assume  liability  for  the  same 
risks  and  in  the  same  amounts  as  is  afforded 
to  industrial  workers  covered  by  the  work¬ 
men’s  compensation  laws  of  the  State  of 
employment. 

“The  contract  further  provides  that  the 
employees  shall  not  be  subject  to  discrimi¬ 
nation  by  the  employer  as  regards  housing 
facilities  or  in  any  other  regard  because  of 
race,  color,  creed,  etc.  The  contract  provides 
that  the  employer,  without  cost  to  the  em¬ 
ployee,  shall  provide  adequate  hygienic  hous¬ 
ing  facilities.  The  employer  is  obligated  to 
provide  three  adequate  meals  per  day  at  a 
cost  to  the  employee  not  in  excess  of  $1.50 
per  day.  However,  the  employer  may  provide 
cooking  and  eating  facilities  and  the  em¬ 
ployee  will  prepare  his  own  meals.  The  con¬ 
tract  provides  for  a  minimum  employment  of 
12  weeks  and  if  it  is  necessary  to  terminate 
the  work  agreement  other  than  due  to  an  act 
of  God,  such  as  hurricanes,  tornadoes,  fires, 
or  floods,  the  employer  will  be  responsible  for 
finding  another  employer  willing  to  assume 
the  obligations  of  the  contract  or  return  the 
worker  to  Puerto  Rico  at  the  employer’s 
expense. 

“The  contract  also  provides  withholding  of 
5  cents  per  hour  or  9  percent  of  piecework 
earnings  of  the  employee  to  be  paid  as  a 
bonus  to  the  employee  upon  completion  of 
the  contract. 

“The  employer  is  obligated  to  procure  and 
maintain  in  effect  a  performance  bond  in 
form  and  amount  satisfactory  to  the  com¬ 
missioner  of  labor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

“The  contract  provisions  summarized 
above  reflect  benefits  available  to  Puerto 
Rican  agricultural  workers  while  employed 
in  Puerto  Rico. 

“On  April  5,  1941,  the  Puerto  Rican  gov¬ 
ernment  approved  a  minimum  wage  and 
hour  law  which  applies  to  agriculture  as  well 
as  industry. 

“Under  the  Sugar  Act,  minimum  wage 
rates  are  determined  annually.  This  deter¬ 
mination  includes  wage  increases  based  upon 
the  average  price  of  raw  sugar  prevailing  in 
the  immediately  preceding  2-week  period. 
This  act  also  provides  that  overtime  shall  be 
paid  at  double  the  applicable  minimum 
hourly  rate  for  persons  employed  in  more 
than  8  hours  in  any  24-hour  period.  It  also 
provides  that  piece-work  rates  shall  not  be 
less  than  the  applicable  daily  or  hourly  rate. 
In  addition,  the  producer  is  required  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  laborer,  without  charge,  perquisites 
customarily  furnished  by  him  such  as  a 


dwelling,  garden  plot,  pasture  lot,  and  medi¬ 
cal  services.  Attached  is  a  copy  of  wage 
rates,  sugarcane,  Puerto  Rico,  1951,  developed 
pursuant  to  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948. 

“Due  to  the  fact  that  Puerto  Rico  is  90 
percent  agricultural,  the  minimum  age  re¬ 
quirements  for  employment  have  been  ap¬ 
plied  to  agricultural  employment  as  well  as 
industrial  employment.  Puerto  Rico’s  mini¬ 
mum-age  requirements  are  16  during  school 
hours  and  14  outside  of  school  hours.  In 
addition,  ’workmen’s  compensation  benefits 
have  been  granted  agricultural  workers.  Few 
States  on  the  mainland  have  coverage  of 
agricultural  workers.  The  State  of  Ohio  and 
Puerto  Rico  provide  compulsory  coverage 
for  agriculture  for  employers  of  three  or 
more.  Hawaii’s  coverage  is  for  all  agricul¬ 
tural  workers,  coverage  in  Connecticut  (for 
three  or  more) ,  in  New  Jersey  and  in  Ver¬ 
mont  (for  employers  of  eight  or  more).  In 
New  Jersey,  however,  farmers  are  not  re¬ 
quired  to  insure. 

“Puerto  Rican  Labor 
“statement  of  policy 

“The  United  States  Employment  Service 
will  consider  Puerto  Rico  as  a  supply  source 
of  domestic  labor  and  will  extend,  through 
its  national  office,  clearance  orders  to  the 
Puerto  Rican  Department  of  Labor,  after 
clearance  has  been  made  in  the  State  and 
region  of  demand,  and  thereafter  in  inter¬ 
regional  clearance  if  labor  demands  of  the 
employer  have  not  been  satisfied.  If  an  em¬ 
ployer  states  a  preference  for  Puerto  Rican 
labor  and  the  State  agency  determines  that 
labor  is  not  available  within  the  State,  or 
adjoining  States,  the  order  may  be  extended 
by  the  national  office  to  Puerto  Rico. 

“Authority  for  the  recruitment  of  Puerto 
Rican  workers  will  be  granted  by  the  com¬ 
missioner  of  labor  of  Puerto  Rico,  only  after 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  has 
furnished  information  to  the  commissioner 
of  labor  that  the  supply  of  available  labor 
to  the  State  of  demand  is  not  sufficient  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  employer. 

“Orders  received  from  employers  who  spe¬ 
cifically  request  foreign  workers  shall  be 
processed  only  after  positive  effort  is  made 
by  the  local  office  to  encourage  the  employer 
to  use  Puerto  Rican  labor.  Therefore,  local 
office  personnel  will  point  out  to  employers 
t:  at  Puerto  Ricans  shall  be  considered  for 
employment  prior  to  any  consideration  of 
the  use  of  foreign  labor. 

“Any  exception  to  this  policy  will  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  national  office  on  the  merits 
of  each  individual  case  and  the  commissioner 
of  labor  of  Puerto  Rico  shall  be  informed  of 
the  findings  in  such  cases. 

“Approved  this  10th  day  of  February  1949. 

“ Commissioner  of  Labor  of  Puerto 
Rico. 

“Robert  C.  Goodwin, 
“Director,  Bureau  of  Employment 
Security. 

“Recruitment  of  Puerto  Rican  Workers 

“1.  When  an  employer  places  an  order 
with  a  local  office  of  the  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  system,  every  effort  will  be 
made  to  recruit  workers  locally.  In  the 
event  that  workers  cannot  be  found  locally 
in  accordance  with  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  policies  and  standards,  the  or¬ 
der,  with  the  permission  and  cooperation 
of  the  employer  will  be  extended  to  other 
offices  through  normal  clearance  procedures. 

“2.  In  the  event  that  workers  cannot  be 
so  obtained,  the  employer  will  be  told  then 
that  workers  in  a  wide  range  of  agricultural 
skills  and  occupations  may  be  found  in 
Puerto  Rico.  The  local  office  will  explain 
to  the  employer  that  Puerto  Rican  labor 
6hall  be  considered  for  employment  prior 


to  any  consideration  of  the  use  of  foreign 
labor,  and  a  definite  effort  shall  be  made  to 
encourage  the  employer  to  use  this  source 
of  labor  supply. 

“3.  The  national  office  shall  furnish  to 
field  offices  information  concerning  the  at¬ 
tributes  and  qualities  of  Puerto  Rican  work¬ 
ers,  including  experience  records,  personal 
characteristics,  and  any  other  information 
deemed  pertinent  and  necessary  as  condi¬ 
tions  of  employment. 

“4.  Should  the  employer  agree  to  employ 
Puerto  Rican  workers,  the  order  will  be  di¬ 
rected  through  channels  to  the  national 
office  for  clearance  to  the  New  York  office 
of  the  Puerto  Rican  Department  of  Labor. 
A  copy  of  such  order  shall  be  forwarded  by 
the  United  States  Employment  Service  to 
the  Veterans  Employment  Service  in  Puerto 
Rico  for  informational  purposes. 

“5.  If  an  employer  states  a  preference  for 
Puerto  Rican  labor  and  the  State  employ¬ 
ment  service  in  the  area  of  demand  deter¬ 
mines  that  labor  is  not  available  within  the 
State  or  adjoining  States,  the  order  may 
be  extended  by  the  national  office  tb  the 
New  York  office  of  the  Puerto  Rican  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor. 

“6.  The  Puerto  Rican  Department  of  La¬ 
bor  shall  notify  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  within  5  days  from  receipt 
thereof,  of  the  acceptance  or  rejection  of 
the  order,  such  notification  to  be  made  by 
telegram  direct  to  the  Farm  Placement  Serv¬ 
ice,  United  States  Employment  Service. 

“7.  The  Puerto  Rican  Department  of  Labor 
will  designate  the  point  or  points  of  recruit¬ 
ment  within  Puerto  Rico  at  which  workers 
will  be  contracted  and  will  assume  respon¬ 
sibility  for  determining  the  eligibility  of 
workers  to  be  contracted. 

“8.  The  Puerto  Rican  Department  of  Labor 
will  attempt  to  limit  the  selection  of  Puerto 
Rican  workers  to  those  who  have  an  estab¬ 
lished  agricultural  experience  background, 
and  preference  in  selection  should  be  given 
to  those  who  are  regularly  employed  in  farm 
work  and  who  are  primarily  interested  in 
^seasonal  employment  on  the  mainland  dur¬ 
ing  the  off  season  in  Puerto  Rican  agricul¬ 
ture.  Each  employer  or  his  duly  designated 
representative  shall  be  responsible  for  con¬ 
ducting  positive  recruitment  in  order  to  as¬ 
sure  that  capable  workers  have  been  screened 
and  selected. 

“9.  Upon  confirmation  of  acceptance  of  an 
order,  the  Puerto  Rican  Department  of  Labor 
shall  notify  the  employer  of  the  time  and 
place  of  contracting  and  any  other  necessary 
arrangements  incident  to  the  recruitment. 

“10.  Orders  received  by  the  national  office 
requesting  foreign  workers  shall  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  a  statement  of  the  State  agency 
establishing  that  the  employer  has  been  of¬ 
fered  Puerto  Rican  labor,  and  supporting  in¬ 
formation  that  the  employment  of  Puerto 
Rican  labor  will  cause  undue  hardship  to  the 
employer. 

“11.  Exceptions  to  this  procedure  to  be  used 
In  the  employment  of  Puerto  Rican  workers 
shall  be  determined  by  the  national  office  on 
the  merits  of  each  individual  case,  and  the 
commissioner  of  labor  of  Puerto  Rico  shall 
be  informed  of  the  findings  in  such  cases. 

“Approved  this  19th  day  of  February  1949. 

“Commissioner  of  Labor  of  Puerto  Rico. 

“Robert  C.  Goodwin, 
“Director,  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security." 

SUGAR  ACTS 

Senator  Chavez.  I  wish  you  would  furnish 
for  the  record,  if  you  can,  the  Sugar  Act, 
which  fixes  the  standards  for  Puerto  Rican 
labor.  As  a  general  rule,  it  is  the  Sugar  Act 
that  controls. 

Mr.  Goodwin  Yes. 
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(The  information  requested  is  as  follows:) 
[Reprinted  from  Federal  Register  of  Decem¬ 
ber  29,  1950] 

“United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Production  and  Marketing  Administra¬ 
tion — Wage  Rates;  Sugarcane;  Puerto 
Rico;  1951 

“title  7,  agriculture;  subchapter  vm,  pro¬ 
duction  and  marketing  administration 

(SUGAR  BRANCH)  ,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICUL¬ 
TURE;  SUBCHAPTER  H - DETERMINATION  OF 

WAGE  RATES  (SUGAR  DETERMINATION  867.3); 
PART  867,  SUGARCANE,  PUERTO  RICO 

‘‘Calendar  year  1951 

“Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  301 
(c)  (1)  of  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948  (herein  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  “act”),  after  investigation,  and 
consideration  of  the  evidence  obtained  at  the 
public  hearing  held  in  San  Juan,  Puerto  Rico, 
on  October  5  and  6,  1950,  the  following  deter¬ 
mination  is  hereby  issued: 

“Sec.  867.3.  Fair  and  reasonable  wage  rates 
for  persons  employed  in  the  production,  cul¬ 
tivation,  or  harvesting  of  sugarcane  in  Puerto 
Rico  during  the  calendar  year  1951 —  (a)  Re¬ 
quirements:  The  requirements  of  section  301 
(c)  (1)  of  the  act  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  met  with  respect  to  the  production,  cul¬ 
tivation,  or  harvesting  of  sugarcane  in  Puerto 
Rico  for  the  calendar  year  1951  if  the  pro¬ 
ducer  complies  with  the  following: 

“(1)  Wage  rates:  All  persons  employed  on 
the  farm  in  the  production,  cultivation,  or 
harvesting  of  sugarcane  shall  have  been  paid 
in  full  for  such  work  and  shall  have  been 
paid  wages  in  cash  therefor  at  rates  as  agreed 
upon  between  the  producer  and  the  laborer 
but,  after  the  date  of  issuance  of  this  deter¬ 
mination,  not  less  than  the  following : 

“(1)  Day  rates  (a)  basic  rates:  The  'basic 
day  rate  for  the  first  8  hours  of  work  per¬ 
formed  in  any  24-hour  period  (except  that 
for  ditch  diggers,  ditch  cleaners,  or  field  flood- 
ers  in  class  E,  herein  below,  the  applicable 
day  rate  shall  be  the  first  7  hours  of  work 
performed  in  any  24-hour  period)  shall  be  as 
follows: 


Basic  rates  per  day 

Class  of  work 

Farms 
other 
than  in¬ 
terior 
farms 

Interior 
farms  1 

A.  All  kinds  of  work  not  classified 

below .  . 

B.  Operators  of  mechanical  equip¬ 
ment,  such  as  tractors. 

$1.50 

$1.40 

trucks,  tractor  plows . 

CLASSIFIED  NONHARVEST  OPERA¬ 
TIONS 

2.35 

2.20 

C.  Cartmen  in  cultivation  work.. 

D.  Plow  steersmen  and  operators 

of  irrigation  pumps,  and  all 
work  connected  with  mixing 
and  applying  chemical  weed 

1.60 

1. 50 

killers.  .  ..  ...  . 

E.  Ditch  diggers,  ditch  cleaners, 
field  flooders  (per  7-hour 

1.80 

1.65 

day)  2 . . . 

-CLASSIFIED  HARVEST  OPERATIONS 

1.80 

1.65 

F.  Cartmen  in  harvest  work . 

2.00 

1.80 

G.  Sugarcane  cutters  (for  grinding 
or  planting),  seed  cutters,  crane 

- 

operators,  dumpers . 

H.  Portable  track  handlers,  rail¬ 
road  or  portable  track  car 

1.80 

1.65 

loaders _  .  .  . 

2.00 

2.00 

I.  Crane  cart  or  truck  loaders . 

1.90 

1.80 

1  Interior  farms  shall  be  deemed  to  be  those  farms 
which  were  classified  as  interior  farms  for  the  calendar 
year  1949. 

2  Field  flooders  shall  be  deemed  to  be  workers  who 
set  up  or  remove  banks  in  drainage  ditches  when  used 
for  flooding  sugarcane  fields. 

“(b)  Wage  increases:  For  each  10  cents 
or  fraction  thereof  that  the  price  of  raw 
sugar  (duty-paid  basis,  delivered)  averages 
more  than  $3.80  per  100  pounds,  but  not  more 


than  $7  per  100  pounds  for  the  2-week 
period  immediately  preceding  the  2-week 
period  during  which  the  work  is  performed,  a 
wage  increase  of  4.5  cents  per  day  above  the 
rate  prescribed  under  subdivision  (i)  (a) 
of  this  subparagraph  shall  be  paid  for  each 
day  of  work  during  such  2-week  period: 
Provided,  That  the  average  price  of  raw  sugar 
prevailing,  during  the  period  from  December  7 
through  December  20,  1950,  shall  determine 
the  amount  of  wage  increase  effective  dur¬ 
ing  the  work  period  January  1  through  Janu¬ 
ary  3,  1951,  and  thereafter  the  amount  of 
wage  increases  in  successive  2-week  work 
periods  shall  be  determined  by  the  average 
price  of  raw  sugar  prevailing  in  the  im¬ 
mediately  preceding  2-week  period.  The  2- 
week  average  price  of  raw  sugar  (duty-paid 
basis,  delivered)  shall  be  determined  by  tak¬ 
ing  the  simple  average  of  the  daily  spot  quo¬ 
tations  of  96°  raw  sugar  of  the  New  York 
Coffee  and  Sugar  Exchange  (domestic  con¬ 
tract)  converted  to  100  pounds  and  adjusted 
to  a  duty-paid  basis,  delivered,  by  adding  to 
each  daily  quotation  the  United  States  duty 
prevailing  on  Cuban  raw  sugar  on  that  day, 
except  that,  if  the  Director  of  the  Sugar 
Branch  determines  that  for  any  2-week  period 
such  average  price  does  not  reflect  the  true 
market  value  of  raw  sugar,  because  of  in¬ 
adequate  volume  or  other  factors  the  Di¬ 
rector  may  designate  the  average  price  to  be 
effective  under  this  determination. 

“(ii)  Hourly  rates:  Where  persons  are  em¬ 
ployed  on  an  hourly  basis  for  a  period  not 
in  excess  of  8  hours  (7  hours  in  class  E)  in 
any  24-hour  period,  the  hourly  rate  shall  be 
determined  by  dividing  the  applicable  day 
rate  provided  in  subdivision  (i)  of  this  sub- 
paragraph  by  8  (by  7  in  class  E). 

“(iii)  Overtime:  Persons  employed  for  more 
than  8  hours  (or  7  hours  under  Class  E)  in 
any  24-hour  period  shall  be  paid  for  the  over¬ 
time  work  at  a  rate  double  the  applicable 
hourly  rate  provided  in  subdivision  (ii)  of 
this  subparagraph. 

“(iv)  Piecework-rates:  If  work  is  performed 
on  a  piecework  basis,  the  average  earnings  for 
the  time  involved  on  each  separate  unit  of 
work  for  which  a  piecework  rate  is  agreed 
upon  shall  be  not  less  than  the  applicable 
daily  or  hourly  rate  provided  in  subdivisions 
(i),  (ii),  and  (iii)  of  this  subparagraph. 

“(2)  Perquisites:  In  addition  to  the  fore¬ 
going,  the  producer  shall  furnish  to  the 
laborer  without  charge  the  perquisites  custo¬ 
marily  furnished  by  him  such  as  a  dwelling, 
garden  plot,  pasture  lot,  and  medical  services. 

“(b)  Subterfuge:  The  producer  shall  not 
reduce  the  wage  rates  to  laborers  below  those 
determined  herein  through  any  subterfuge 
or  device  whatsoever. 

“(c)  Claim  for  unpaid  wages:  Any  person 
who  believes  he  has  not  been  paid  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  this  determination  may  file  a  wage 
claim  with  the  Caribbean  Area  Office,  Pro¬ 
duction  and  Marketing  Administration,  San 
Juan,  P.  R.,  against  the  producer  on  whose 
farm  the  work  was  performed.  Such  claim 
must  be  filed  within  2  years  from  the  date 
the  work  with  respect  to  which  the  claim 
is  made  was  performed.  Detailed  instruc¬ 
tions  and  wage-claim  forms  are  available  at 
that  office.  Upon  receipt  of  a  wage  claim 
the  Caribbean  Area  Office  shall  thereupon 
notify  the  producer  against  whom  the  claim 
is  made  concerning  the  representation  made 
by  the  laborer  and,  after  making  such  inves¬ 
tigation  as  it  deems  necessary,  shall  notify 
the  producer  and  laborer  in  writing  of  its 
recommendation  for  settlement  of  the  claim. 
If  the  recommendation  of  the  area  office  is 
not  acceptable,  either  party  may  file  an  ap¬ 
peal  with  the  Director  of  the  Sugar  Branch, 
Production  and  Marketing  Administration, 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington  25,  D.  C.  Such  appeal  shall  be 
filed  within  15  days  after  receipt  of  the 
recommended  settlement  from  the  area  of¬ 
fice;  otherwise  such  recommended  settlement 
will  be  applied  in  making  payments  under 


the  act.  If  a  claim  is  appealed  to  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  the  Sugar  Branch,  his  decision  shall 
be  binding  on  all  parties  insofar  as  payments 
under  the  act  are  concerned. 

“STATEMENT  OF  BASES  AND  CONSIDERATIONS 

"(a)  General:  The  foregoing  determina¬ 
tion  provides  fair  and  reasonable  wage  rates 
which  a  producer  must  pay  as  a  minimum 
for  work  performed  by  persons  employed  on 
the  farm  in  the  production,  cultivation,  or 
harvesting  of  sugarcane  in  Puerto  Rico  dur¬ 
ing  the  calendar  year  1951,  as  one  of  the 
conditions  for  payment  under  the  act.  In 
this  statement  the  foregoing  determination, 
as  well  as  determinations  for  prior  years,  will 
be  referred  to  as  ‘wage  determination’,  iden¬ 
tified  by  the  calendar  year  for  which 
effective. 

“(b)  Requirements  of  the  act  and  stand¬ 
ards  employed:  In  determining  fair  and  rea¬ 
sonable  wage  rates  it  is  required  under  the 
act  that  a  public  hearing  be  held,  that  inves¬ 
tigations  be  made,  and  that  consideration  be 
given  to  (1)  the  standards  formerly  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Secretary  under  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act,  as  amended,  and  (2) 
the  differences  in  conditions  among  various 
sugar-producing  areas. 

“A  public  hearing  was  held  in  San  Juan, 
P.  R.,  on  October  5  and  6,  1950,  at  which 
interested  persons  presented  testimony  with 
respect  to  fair  and  reasonable  wage  rates  for 
the  calendar  year  1951.  In  addition,  investi¬ 
gations  have  been  made  of  the  conditions 
affecting  wage  rates  in  Puerto  Rico.  In  this 
determination  consideration  has  been  given 
to  testimony  presented  at  the  hearing  and  to 
information  resulting  from  investigations. 
The  primary  factors  which  have  been  con¬ 
sidered  are  (1)  prices  of  sugar  and  byprod¬ 
ucts;  (2)  income  from  sugarcane;  (3)  cost  of 
production;  (4)  cost  of  living;  and  (5)  rela¬ 
tionship  of  labor  cost  to  total  cost.  Other 
economic  influences  also  have  been  con¬ 
sidered. 

“(c)  Background:  Determinations  of  fair 
and  reasonable  wage  rates  for  Puerto  Rico 
have  been  issued  each  year  since  1938.  The 
first  wage  determination  increased  wage 
rates  over  those  that  had  prevailed  during 
1937  and  immediately  preceding  years.  The 
relationship  of  wages  to  income  of  producers 
was  generally  maintained,  however,  in  the 
same  ratio  as  had  existed  theretofore  in  the 
collective  bargaining  agreements  negotiated 
between  producers  and  laborers.  In  the  1938 
wage  determination  the  basic  wage  rate  for 
the  least  skilled  workers  was  $1  per  8-hour 
day.  This  rate  was  increased  to  $1.30  in  1942 
and  $1.50  in  1943.  Commensurate  increases 
were  made  in  the  rates  for  workers  of  higher 
skills  during  those  years  and  in  1944.  Sub¬ 
sequent  to  1944  basic  wage  rates  have  re¬ 
mained  unchanged. 

“In  1940,  when  increases  in  raw  sugar 
prices  were  anticipated,  there  was  incorpo¬ 
rated  in  the  wage  determination  a  provision 
for  wage  increases  over  and  above  basic  wage 
rates  when  the  price  of  raw  sugar  exceeded  a 
stated  price.  While  details  of  the  wage  incre¬ 
ment  plan  changed  in  subsequent  years,  the 
wage  determinations  in  all  years  except  for  a 
portion  of  1943  have  included  a  wage-price 
escalator  scale.  In  the  1948  wage  determina¬ 
tion  the  wage  escalator  scale  provided  that 
increases  of  4.5  cents  per  day  above  the  basic 
day  wage  rates  shall  be  paid  for  each  10  cents, 
or  fraction  thereof,  increase  in  the  2-week 
average  price  of  raw  sugar  above  $3.80  per 
100  pounds.  This  scale  was  maintained  in 
the  1949  and  1950  wage  determinations. 

“In  the  1938  wage  determination  basic  daily 
wage  rates  were  established  for  various  classes 
of  workers  grouped  according  to  relative 
skills.  In  subsequent  years  revisions  have 
been  made  in  the  classification  and  grouping 
of  jobs  as  a  result  of  changes  in  production 
methods.  In  all  years  since  1938  a  differential 
in  rates  has  been  provided  for  farms  deliver¬ 
ing  sugarcane  to  certain  mills  in  the  interior 
region  of  the  island. 
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“(d)  1951  wage  determination:  The  basic 
wage  rates  and  the  wage-price  escalator  scale 
of  the  1951  wage  determination  continue 
unchanged  from  those  in  effect  in  the  1950 
wage  determination. 

“An  examination  of  factors  customarily 
considered  in  wage  determinations,  in  the 
light  of  conditions  likely  to  prevail  during 
1951,  indicates  a  reasonable  basis  for  con¬ 
tinuing  the  basic  wage  rates  and  wage-price 
escalator  scale  of  the  1950  wage  determina¬ 
tion. 

“In  making  this  determination  the  De¬ 
partment  had  available  data  with  respect 
to  the  costs,  returns,  and  profits  of  the 
Puerto  Rico  sugar  industry.  These  data 
show  that  the  maintenance  of  the  1950  scale 
of  wage  rates  for  1951  will  not  prejudice 
the  ability  of  producers  to  pay  such  wages. 
Since  the  wage  increments  of  the  escalator 
scale  are  geared  to  changes  in  the  market 
prices  of  sugar,  wage  rates  in  1951  will  be 
responsive  to  income  changes  which  result 
from  sugar  prices.  Thus,  the  relationship 
of  wage  rates  to  sugar  prices  should  remain 
about  the  same  as  in  previous  years. 

“The  latest  available  information  on  living 
costs  of  workers  in  Puerto  Rico  indicates 
that  costs  of  food  and  clothing  were  about 
the  same  as  for  the  comparable  period  in 
1949.  However,  more  recent  reports  for  the 
continental  United  States  indicate  advances 
In  living  costs.  Similar  increases  probably 
will  occur  in  the  living  costs  of  Puerto  Rican 
workers.  During  recent  years  workers  have 
received  a  relatively  favorable  real  wage,  as 
compared  with  1943-44,  and  with  moderate 
increases  in  living  costs,  this  position  should 
be  maintained. 

“At  the  public  hearing  a  substantial 
amount  of  testimony  pertained  to  changes 
in  production  methods  which  result  in  dis¬ 
placement  of  workers  or  anticpiated  loss  of 
work  opportunities.  Representatives  of  pro¬ 
ducers  recommended  a  reduction  in  the  wage 
rates  for  certain  classes  of  workers  while 
labor-union  representatives  recommended 
Increases  in  wage-rates  and,  in  some  cases, 
recommended  a  prohibition  of  the  use  of 
particular  labor-saving  practices.  While 
consideration  has  been  given  to  this  testi¬ 
mony  and  to  the  recommendations  made  in 
connection  therewith,  in  view  of  the  analysis 
set  forth  above  the  recommendations  on 
wage  rates  have  not  been  adopted.  The 
prohibition  against  the  use  of  any  produc¬ 
tion  method  is  not  within  the  scope  of  wage 
determinations. 

“As  in  previous  wage  determinations,  in 
addition  to  cash  wages  the  workers  must  be 
furnished  without  charge  customary  perqui¬ 
sites  such  as  a  habitable  house,  medical 
attention,  and  similar  items. 

“On  the  basis  of  the  analysis  of  all  factors 
customarily  considered  in  wage  determina¬ 
tions,  it  is  indicated  that  the  wages  provided 
in  this  determination  are  fair  and  reasonable. 

“Accordingly,  I  hereby  find  and  conclude 
that  the  foregoing  wage  determination  will 
effectuate  the  wage  provisions  of  the  Sugar 
Act  of  1948.  (Sec.  403,  61  Stat.  932;  7  U.  S.  C., 
sup.  1153.  Interprets  or  applies  sec.  301,  61 
Stat.  929;  7  U.  S.  C.  sup.  1131.) 

“Issued  this  26th  day  of  December  1950. 

“Charles  F.  Brannan, 
“Secretary  of  Agriculture.’’ 

PUERTO  RICAN  LABOR  CONTRACTS 

Mr.  Goodwin.  If  I  may,  Senator,  I  would 
like  to  add  this:  In  1946,  according  to  the 
best  estimates  we  could  get,  there  were  200 
Puerto  Ricans  brought  in  under  contractual 
arrangements. 

In  1947  there  were  about  875  that  were 
brought  in.  We  got  the  program  in  1948. 
We  stepped  it  up  some  in  1948  when  we 
brought  in  about  3,500. 

In  1949  it  went  to  about  4,000.  These  are 
the  Puerto  Ricans  under  contract,  now,  not 
counting  those  that  came  in  under  their 
own  steam. 


Senator  Chavez.  The  ones  under  contract 
come  in  and  work,  say,  for  4  or  6  or  6  months 
and  then  go  back? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  right,  sir. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  is  part  of  their  con¬ 
tract? 

Air.  Goodwin.  Yes. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  is,  that  they  are  to 
be  returned? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  right — although,  if 
they  choose  not  to  return,  there  is  no  com¬ 
pulsion.  There  is  an  incentive,  in  terms  of 
transportation  costs,  that  is  held  out.  The 
money  is  available  for  them. 

Senator  Chavez.  What  is  the  record  on 
that?  Do  they  go  back? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Most  of  them  do.  The  places 
where  there  has  been  a  significant  percentage 
of  them  stay  is  where  they  are  located  close 
to  centers,  such  as  New  York,  where  there 
are  fairly  large  groups,  and  they  may  have 
relatives,  and  are  inclined  to  stay. 

The  agricultural  employment  season  in 
Puerto  Rico  and  in  the  United  States  dove¬ 
tail  very  well.  You  can  use  the  farm  workers 
of  Puerto  Rico  in  the  United  States  during 
the  Puerto  Rican  off  season.  Many  of  them 
do  not  like  the  winter  climate  here.  The 
majority  of  farm  workers  prefer  to  go  back 
after  they  have  worked  through  the  summer 
months. 

Senator  Chavez.  What  I  have  in  mind  is 
this:  The  United  States  is  contributing  mil¬ 
lions  and  millions  of  dollars  in  different  ways 
to  Puerto  Rico.  If  they  can  help  themselves 
by  working,  it  will  save  us  quite  a  little. 
If  we  can,  we  should  use  the  Puerto  Ricans 
and  the  Indians. 

PLACEMENT  OP  INDIANS 

Now,  we  spend  a  lot  of  money  for  our 
Indians.  I  have  seen  the  amount  grow,  dur¬ 
ing  my  short  time  in  Congress,  from  $22,- 
000,000  a  year  to  $56,000,000  a  year.  We 
should  try  to  get  the  Indians  in  my  State 
and  elsewhere  to  earn — and  they  want  to 
earn — the  American  dollar  very  much.  So, 
why  not  use  them  instead  of  someone  else? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  that 
I  am  not  prepared  to  give  you  offhand  the 
figures  that  are  involved  in  the  placement 
of  Indians,  but  we  have  done  a  lot  of  it. 
I  would  like  to  submit  to  you  a  statement 
of  how  much  we  have  done  on  the  placement 
of  Indians. 

Senator  Chavez.  You  take  even  in  New 
York,  right  outside  of  Buffalo,  there  are,  I 
think,  14  square  miles  of  Indian  reserva¬ 
tion,  and  there  is  nothing  but  a  bunch  of 
beggars  around  there.  Also,  there  are  res¬ 
ervations  around  Rochester  and  other  places. 
Those  folks  are  entitled  to  decency,  at  least 
to  work. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  right;  everyone  is 
entitled  to  work. 

EMPLOYMENT  OP  NAVAJO  INDIANS 

Mr.  Keenan.  Last  year  for  the  first  time 
on  the  Navajo  Reservation  in  the  South¬ 
west,  every  available  Navajo  who  would  take 
farm  work  was  given  a  farm  job.  We  used 
them  as  far  north  as  Idaho. 

Senator  Chavez.  The  Navajos  form  a  po¬ 
tential  of  at  least  30,000  employees. 

Mr.  Keenan.  We  went  in  there  and  re¬ 
cruited  them,  any  everyone  who  accepted 
employment  was  given  employment.  They 
were  used  up  as  far  as  Idaho.  Every  one  of 
them  who  would  take  a  job  was  given  a  job. 
Arrangements  are  being  made  this  year  for 
the  same  thing,  and  we  expect  to  get  even 
more.  One  of  the  problems  there  is  that 
some  of  them  did  not  want  to  leave  the 
reservation,  but  we  did  use  most  of  them 
last  year. 

Senator  Chavez.  We  tried  to  move  some 
people  from  Arkansas  and  the  marginal  area 
there  in  the  early  days  of  the  New  Deal. 
People  don’t  like  to  leave  their  homes.  That 
is  only  natural,  but  they  do  like  to  work 
and  to  earn  money.  They  want  to  be  self¬ 
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sufficient,  instead  of  accepting  the  hand¬ 
outs  of  the  Indian  Bureau. 

EMPLOYMENT  OF  OTHER  INDIAN  TRIBES 

Mr.  Goodwin.  We  also  placed  a  large  num¬ 
ber  from  the  reservations  up  in  the  Da¬ 
kotas — both  North  and  South  Dakota. 

I  would  like  to  submit  a  statement  on  that. 

Senator  Chavez.  I  wish  you  would,  be¬ 
cause  that  is  one  of  the  bad  areas.  The  sit¬ 
uation  in  the  Dakotas  is  possibly  worse  than 
in  New  Mexico,  California,  or  Arizona.  In 
California  they  are  getting  a  nice  deal.  They 
are  being  accepted,  they  go  to  public  school, 
Senator,  as  you  know,  they  are  just  Jim 
Jones  or  John  Doe,  and  it  is  working  out 
fine.  But  the  Dakotas  are  really  a  bad  area. 

(The  information  requested  is  as  follows:) 

“Employment  op  American  Indians  in 
Agriculture 

“The  policy  of  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  in  governing  the  placement  of 
American  Indians  in  employment  is  no  dif¬ 
ferent  than  that  applying  to  other  domestic 
workers.  In  other  words,  it  calls  for  the  full 
utilization  of  available  and  qualified  do¬ 
mestic  labor  supplies  before  going  elsewhere 
in  search  of  workers  to  fill  labor  require¬ 
ments. 

“Methods  used  in  recruiting  Indian  work¬ 
ers  are  much  the  same  as  used  for  other 
workers.  It  is  frequently  necessary,  how¬ 
ever,  to  expend  far  greater  effort  in  re¬ 
cruiting  Indian  workers  since  they  may  be 
hampered  by  language  difficulties  (one  reser¬ 
vation  has  only  approximately  20  percent  who 
speak  English)  tied  to  tribal  custom  and 
ceremony,  live  in  relatively  remote  places, 
cannot  be  reached  by  telephone  or  telegraph, 
and  are  often  unskilled. 

“Efforts  by  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  and  State  affiliated  service  to  recruit 
and  utilize  Indians  in  agriculture  began  in 
the  early  1940’s  prior  to  the  transfer  of  the 
Farm  Placement  Service  to  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  in  January  1943. 
Upon  return  of  the  Farm  Placement  Service 
to  the  Department  of  Labor  in  1948,  efforts 
to  place  and  utilize  Indians  in  agriculture  as 
well  as  other  work  were  substantially  in¬ 
creased.  A  practical  program  with  these  ob¬ 
jectives  is  now  in  effect  nationally  and,  as  a 
result,  in  1950,  31,280  placements  of  Indians 
in  agriculture  were  made — an  increase  of 
20  to  25  percent  over  1949.  These  place¬ 
ments  were  the  result  of  organized  recruit¬ 
ment  on  the  reservations.  Many  others  were 
placed  who  left  their  reservations  voluntarily. 
Since  records  in  local  employment  offices  do 
not  distinguish  an  Indian  from  any  other 
applicant,  the  exact  number  of  these  place¬ 
ments  is  unknown. 

“In  addition,  large  segments  of  the  Indian 
population  are  either  self-employed,  en¬ 
gaged  in  construction  and  railroad  mainte¬ 
nance,  military  depots,  or  other  industrial 
work.  Progress  has  also  been  made  in  plac¬ 
ing  graduates  of  Indian  schools  in  immediate 
employment,  one  State  agency  reporting  100 
percent  placements  for  1950. 

“At  the  present  time  there  is  a  demand  for 
13,150  Indians  in  Arizona  and  3  surrounding 
States  for  agriculture  and  railroad  employ¬ 
ment  with  a  supply  available  for  off-reserva¬ 
tion  work  of  only  11,250.  The  Navajo-Hopi 
Reservation  at  Window  Rock  cannot  supply 
the  demand  for  Indian  labor  in  the  South 
Central  and  Mountain  States.  Railroads  and 
agriculture  offer  the  majority  of  jobs.” 

NUMBER  OP  PUERTO  RICANS  RECRUITED  IN  1950 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  did  not 
quite  finish. 

In  1950  we  brought  in  approximately  13,500 
Puerto  Ricans  and  we  are  hoping  that  that 
number  will  be  considerably  increased  this 
season. 

Senator  Knowland.  Do  you  mean  13,500 
tinder  contract? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Yes,  sir.  This  is  just  on 
farm  work.  We  estimate  that  there  were 
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another  3,500  at  least,  who  came  in  under 
their  own  steam  to  take  farm  employment. 
***** 
DECREASE  IN  PERSONNEL 

Senator  Knowland.  Should  not  there  be 
some  curtailment  in  the  personnel  in  the 
unemployment  compensation  phase  of  your 
work,  yvith  practical  maximum  employment 
in  the  country,  with  employment  getting  to 
the  point  where  we  have  practically  a  rock 
bottom  unemployable  group  left  on  the  un¬ 
employment  rolls?  It  would  seem  to  me  that 
at  least  that  phase  should  drop  off  consider¬ 
ably.  Have  you  any  figures  to  show  how 
much  it  is  dropping  off? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Yes.  The  $6,361,000  reserve 
that  was  taken  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
under  section  1214  of  the  Appropriations  Act 
of  last  year  was  for  that  reason.  I  mean  that 
there  had  been  a  dropping  off  in  unemploy¬ 
ment  insurance  claims. 

Senator  Knowland.  Was  that  done  for 
that  reason  or  because  of  the  action  taken 
by  Congress? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  was  the  justification, 
the  drop  in  the  case  load. 

As  you  recall,  the  Congress  made  the  cut 
on  a  general  basis,  and  then  requested  that 
it  be  applied  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
which  in  turn  decided  that  that  much  could 
be  taken  off  on  the  unemployment  insurance 
program. 

Senator  Knowland.  You  were,  therefore, 
not  hurt  in  your  appropriation  on  the  un¬ 
employment  phase  of  your  program  by  the 
action  of  Congress  last  year? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  No;  we  are  not  contending 
that  we  were. 

Now,  my  only  point  on  this  is  that  one 
slash  was  taken  and  we  are  recommending 
a  further  slash  here.  There  are  some  phases 
of  unemployment  insurance,  however,  that 
do  not  go  down  in  this  kind  of  a  period.  I 
give  some  attention  to  that  in  my  statement, 
and  try  to  analyze  what  we  are  up  against 
on  that. 

TRANSFER  OF  FUNDS  FOR  DEFENSE  ACTIVITIES 

Senator  Chavez.  You  are  talking  about 
the  possibility  of  a  supplemental  request, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  you  will  be 
allowed  367  new  employees  and  $954,250  out 
of  funds  that  you  did  not  get  from  the  De¬ 
partment,  but  out  of  Presidential  funds? 
Will  you  explain  that?  You  are  contemplat¬ 
ing  an  expansion  of  activities  for  1951  to 
be  financed  out  of  allotments  for  expenses 
of  defense  production  by  the  Executive  Office 
of  the  President? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Is  that  the  appropriation 
that  is  before  the  House  Deficiency  Commit¬ 
tee,  sir? 

Senator  Chavez.  Yes.  This  is  the  House 
report.  It  indicates  that  that  amount  will 
be  transferred  to  your  agency.  That  is  shown 
on  page  136  on  the  hearings  before  the  sub¬ 
committee  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  relates  to  the  depart¬ 
mental  appropriation.  What  I  was  referring 
to  here  was  the  grants  to  the  States. 

You  see,  we  have  two  distinct  and  different 
appropriations. 

additional  employeees 

Senator  Chavez.  I  know,  but  you  have  not 
mentioned  that  you  are  getting  this,  outside 
of  what  you  are  asking  for  here.  You  did 
not  mention  this  insertion  on  page  136  of 
the  House  hearings.  You  are  to  get  in  ad¬ 
dition  practically  $1,000,000  to  take  care  of 
367  additional  employees. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  was  defense  needs  re¬ 
quested  by  us,  and  part  was  approved  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  for  departmental 
funds.  The  whole  matter  has  been  placed 
in  doubt  by  the  action  of  the  House  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee. 

Senator  Chavez.  Yes;  I  know;  but  what  we 
would  like  to  get  is  a  complete  picture.  If 
you  need  these  367  more  employees,  why 
don’t  you  tell  us  about  it?  You  do  not  tell 


us  that  you  want  something  else,  and  you  do 
not  tell  us  that  that  something  else  may 
come  from  some  other  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government.  I  think  if  you  did  you  would 
get  along  better. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  what  we  felt  we 
needed  for  the  supplemental  funds. 

Senator  Chavez.  Why  do  you  not  tell  us 
that,  instead  of  having  it  covered  up  else¬ 
where?  Why  do  you  not  tell  us  that  you 
need  367  additional  people? 

Mr.  Keenan.  Mr.  Goodwin  was  speaking  of 
the  State  grants.  This  is  our  Federal  budget. 
We  had  not  started  to  talk  about  that.  We 
had  two  kinds  of  funds — the  money  that  we 
have  for  State  grants  and  then  our  own  Fed¬ 
eral  budget.  We  have  not  talked  about  our 
own  Federal  budget.  * 

Senator  Chavez.  That  is  right.  Possibly  I 
was  a  little  ahead  of  you. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  If  it  is  satisfactory  to  the 
committee,  I  will  proceed  and  then  come 
back  and  cover  this  later? 

Senator  Chavez.  Go  ahead,  sir.  You  might 
elaborate  a  little  further  on  with  regard  to 
Senator  Knowland’s  question;  that  is,  if 
employment  keeps  on  the  increase — and  the 
chances  are  that  it  will— why  should  you  not 
reduce  instead  of  increasing  your  expenses — • 
including  the  Federal  aid  to  the  States? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  a  very  good  ques¬ 
tion.  I  have  an  analysis  of  that  in  my  state¬ 
ment;  and  if  it  is  satisfactory  to  you,  I  will 
present  that,  and  then  we  can  get  at  the  rest 
of  it  by  questions. 

Senator  Knowland.  As  long  as  we  get  the 
information. 

increase  in  state  salary  rates 

Mr.  Goodwin.  I  should  like  to  comment  on 
the  effect  of  State  salary  rates  on  our  total 
needs.  When  we  appeared  before  you  in 
connection  with  the  1951  request,  we  were 
using  in  our  estimate  an  average  State  salary 
rate  of  $2,810  per  year.  By  July  1,  1950,  when 
we  made  our  first  allotment  to  the  State,  it 
had  increased  to  $2,887.  Contemplating  fur¬ 
ther  increases,  we  estimated  an  average  an¬ 
nual  rate  of  $3,003  in  our  1952  request.  Our 
estimate  was  too  conservative,  however, 
because  the  rate  is  now  over  $3,100. 

Primarily,  the  increases  are  due  to  the 
continued  reductions  in  the  unemployment- 
insurance  claims  workload.  To  a  large  ex¬ 
tent,  this  job  is  done  by  people  in  the  lower 
pay  grades,  and  when  they  are  laid  off  in 
substantial  numbers,  as  has  been  the  case 
during  most  of  1951,  the  average  salary  rate 
rises  sharply.  Several  States  have  also  made 
general  increase  in  their  salaries,  and  this, 
too,  increases  the  average  annual  rate. 

To  point  out  the  over-all  effect  of  increases 
in  State  average  annual  salaries,  our  1952 
request  would  be  smaller  by  approximately 
$8,000,000  if  the  salary  rate  used  were  the 
same  as  the  $2,810  rate  we  used  in  our  request 
to  you  for  fiscal  year  1951. 

In  developing  our  estimates  for  the  States’ 
budget,  we  have  combined  estimated  work¬ 
loads  for  the  principal  employment-security 
functions  and  the  time  factor,  or  length  of 
time  necessary  to  do  a  single  unit  of  work. 
This  result,  together  with  costs  of  State  ad¬ 
ministration  and  nonpersonal  services  is 
converted  to  the  activities  you  see  in  our 
request.  With  one  minor  exception,  our  time 
factors  are  no  larger  than  in  1951,  and  in 
several  cases  they  are  less.  The  estimate  for 
the  cost  of  nonpersonal  services — an  area 
which  is  greatly  influenced  by  rising  prices — ■ 
is  approximately  the  same  as  for  1951  and 
somewhat  under  current  rates  of  expendi¬ 
tures. 

1952  REQUEST  FOR  UNEMPLOYMENT  INSURANCE 
ACTIVITIES 

For  all  unemployment  insurance  activities, 
our  request  for  1952  totals  $73,006,800,  a  de¬ 
crease  of  $8,960,000  from  1951.  This  request 
reflects  a  continuation  of  the  workload 
trends  that  developed  in  1951  but  on  a  more 
modest  basis. 


Claims  activity  will  continue  to  decline, 
but  not  as  sharply  as  in  1951;  and  tax-collect¬ 
ing  activities  will  increase. 

Let  me  briefly  explain  the  request  by  ac¬ 
tivity:  • 

TAX  COLLECTING  AND  AUDITING 

The  first  activity  is  tax  collecting  and 
auditing.  This  covers  such  things  as  deter¬ 
mining  which  employers  are  covered  under 
the  unemployment  insurance  laws,  deter¬ 
mining  the  tax  rate,  collecting  the  taxes, 
and  auditing  employer  accounts.  We  are  re¬ 
questing  $22,183,300  for  this  activity,  an  in¬ 
crease  of  $745,900  from  1951. 

Senator  Knowland.  Afe  not  some  of  those 
functions  carried  on  by  the  States 

Mr.  Goodwin.  All  of  them  are,  but  the 
Federal  Government  finances  them.  What  I 
am  talking  about  now,  Senator,  is  all  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  States. 

Senator  Chavez.  The  grants  are  made  by 
the  Federal  Government  to  the  individual 
States? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  These  are  the  grants.  I  un¬ 
derstood  that  what  the  committee  wanted, 
was  not  just  plus  or  minus  figures,  but  rather, 
some  basic  material,  as  justification. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  is  right. 
unemployment  insurance  workload 

Mr.  Goodwin.  In  terms  of  workload,  the 
request  includes  6,200,000  tax  returns  to  be 
processed  and  820,000  determinations  of  em¬ 
ployers’  liability  under  the  State  unemploy¬ 
ment  insurance  laws. 

These  workloads  do  not  normally  fluctuate 
materially  from  year  to  year.  They  reflect 
the  general  improvement  in  the  economy, 
and  are  the  minimum  necessary  for  the 
States  to  carry  out  their  obligations  under 
State  laws. 

maintenance  of  wage  records 

Closely  akin  to  this  activity  is  the  next 
one,  which  covers  maintenance  of  wage  rec¬ 
ords.  This  consists  of  processing  the  em¬ 
ployers’  reports  of  the  workers’  earnings  and 
establishing  an  individual  file  record  of  such 
earnings.  Our  request  for  this  activity  is 
$6,636,900,  to  cover  the  processing  of  an  esti¬ 
mated  158,000,000  individual  wage  records  for 
1952,  which  are  expected  as  a  result  of  high 
levels  of  defense  and  civilian  employment. 

1952  AMOUNT  FOR  PROCESSING  OF  CLAIMS 

The  next  four  activities,  namely,  initial 
claims  taking,  claims  processing,  continued 
claims  taking,  and  benefit  payment  process¬ 
ing,  are  all  very  closely  related.  They  involve 
the  taking  of  the  claim,  the  determination  of 
the  amount  to  be  paid,  the  actual  payment  of 
the  claim,  the  necessary  record  keeping,  and 
the  fraud  prevention  and  detection  activities. 
Our  estimate  for  these  activities  totals  $40,- 
838,600,  which  is  a  decrease  of  $9,015,700  from 
1951. 

PAYMENTS  OUT  OF  UNEMPLOYMENT  RESERVES 

Senator  Knowland.  I  wonder  if  we  can 
insert  in  this  record,  even  though  it  may 
be  in  the  House  record,  just  what  the  claims 
have  been  on  these  unemployment  reserves, 
say,  for  the  past  10-year  period? 

Mr.  Goodwin.  On  the  reserves,  sir? 

Senator  Knowland.  The  payments  out  to 
unemployed  people. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Yes. 

Senator  Knowland.  So  that  we  can  see 
the  volume  of  work  that  is  being  handled 
throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  Yes;  we  will  be  glad  to  fur¬ 
nish  that  for  the  record.  That  would  be  the 
amount  of  money  paid  out  of  these  funds? 

Senator  Knowland.  And  the  number  of 
claims,  because  that  certainly  should  have 
some  relationship  to  the  number  of  people 
employed  in  processing  those  claims. 

From  the  point  of  view  of  the  collection 
of  taxes,  and  so  forth,  and  the  auditing  of 
accounts,  I  can  see  how  that  job  is  a  more 
or  less  continuous  job  and  would  not  fluc¬ 
tuate  too  much,  but,  in  the  paying-out  proc- 
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ess,  there  certainly  should  he  a  considerable 
fluctuation  between  a  high  point  of  unem¬ 
ployment  and  a  low  point  of  unemployment. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  right.  The  first 
part,  however,  is  the  part  that  so  many 
people  forget,  about  unemployment  insur¬ 
ance,  and  that  is  that  you  have  this  regular 
cost  of  collecting  taxes  and  keeping  the 
wage  records. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  goes  on. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  And  even  in  periods  like 
this,  it  goes  up. 

Senator  Knowland.  Why  is  there  more 
employment? 

Mr.  Keenan.  Because  there  are  more  em¬ 
ployers  from  whom  to  collect  taxes. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  That  is  right.  It  is  related 
to  the  number  of  employers. 

I  have  some  figures  here  on  how  it  ran, 
a  comparison  for  the  period  July  to  Decem¬ 
ber  of  1949  with  July  to  December  of  1950, 
in  your  State,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  would 
like  that. 

Senator  Chavez.  That  is  fine.  But  there 
will  be  plenty  of  time  to  get  the  information 
in  the  record,  if  you  will  give  it  to  us,  say, 
for  a  10-year  period,  a  comparative  study. 

Mr.  Goodwin.  I  can  do  that  for  all  States, 
and  put  it  in  the  record. 

Senator  Chavez.  Very  well. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  junior  Senator  from 
Washington  [Mr.  Cain!. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  colleague,  friend,  and  neighbor,  the 
senior  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon], 

S.  984  proposes  to  supply  agricultural 
workers  from  Mexico,  not  from  Hawaii, 
not  from  Canada,  not  from  any  other 
country  in  the  Western  Hemisphere — 
from  Mexico  only. 

S.  984  would  establish  reception  cen¬ 
ters  “at  or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry 
of  such  workers  into  the  continental 
United  States.”  That  means,  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  reception  centers  in  California, 
Texas,  and  perhaps  Gulf  cities  in  Louisi¬ 
ana,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  Florida. 

S.  984  requires  an  employer  to  pay  the 
total  transportation  cost  of  the  workers 
he  may  hire  to  and  from  those  reception 
centers.  It  is  a  long  way  and  many  dol¬ 
lars  from  the  Mexican  border  to  the  State 
of  Washington.  It  is  many  miles  from 
the  Gulf  Coast  to  Idaho  and  Montana. 

Washington  State  is  so  far  from  the 
Mexican  border  that  the  cost  involved  in 
paying  the  total  cost  of  the  workers’ 
transportation  to  and  from  the  border  is 
prohibitive.  When  these  workers  get 
into  our  area  it  will  be  necessary  to  move 
them  to  three  or  four  different  localities 
during  the  season;  these  localities  may 
be  200  to  300  miles  apart.  For  example, 
the  first  big  need  for  this  type  of  labor 
in  our  area  is  in  sugar  beet  thinning  in 
Idaho  or  western  Montana  in  April  and 
May.  During  June  and  July  many  of 
these  workers  can  be  moved  to  the  green 
pea  harvest  area  in  eastern  Oregon  and 
Washington,  at  least  250  miles  from  the 
beet  area.  Then  in  August  they  would 
be  moved  to  the  Puget  Sound  area,  north¬ 
west  Washington,  or  to  the  Willamette 
Valley  and  Medford  in  Oregon  to  harvest 
soft  fruits,  beans,  peas,  and  other  vege¬ 
tables.  Then  they  would  be  needed  in 
late  September  and  October  in  the  apple 
harvest  in  the  Hood  River,  Oreg.,  area, 
the  Yakima  Valley  and  Wenatchee- 
Okanogan  area  of  Washington,  or  in  the 


potato  harvest  of  central  Oregon  and 
Washington. 

If  employers  were  required  to  pick 
these  workers  up  at  reception  centers  at 
or  near,  the  Mexican  border,  it  would 
cost  them  approximately  $50  each  way, 
or  $100  a  man,  to  get  them  to  and  from 
the  border.  Then  these  moves  within 
the  area  already  referred  to  would  cost 
at  least  $30  a  man  for  transportation  and 
subsistence.  Also,  Senate  bill  984  pro¬ 
vides  that  employers  reimburse  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  for  recruiting  expense  up  to 
$20  a  man. 

This  would  mean  that  under  such  a 
program,  it  would  cost  an  employer  a 
total  of  $150  a  man  in  addition  to  camp 
costs  and  food  and  wage  compliance. 

The  growers  of  Oregon,  Washington, 
and  western  Idaho  cannot  afford  these 
additional  increased  costs  of  $2  per  man- 
day  for  Mexican  Nationals  over  and 
above  the  cost  of  domestic  labor. 

Mr.  President,  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  not  sectionalism; 
it  favors  no  one  area  over  another. 
Neither  he  nor  I  seek  a  special  privilege 
for  the  growers  in  our  northwestern 
States.  Simple  justice,  plain  equity,  de¬ 
mand  that  farm  labor  employers  in  every 
section  of  the  country — New  England, 
the  Dakotas,  Wisconsin,  Michigan,  and 
Minnesota — receive  equal  treatment  with 
their  southern  or  midwestern  neighbors 
and  friends. 

The  amendment  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  simply  gives  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  the  necessary  discretion 
to  locate  these  Mexican  labor  reception 
centers  at  points  equidistant  from  all 
areas  where  supplemental  farm  labor  is 
needed. 

I  encourage  my  colleagues  to  exercise 
their  American  sense  of  fair  play  and 
accept  this  amendment  which  has  been 
so  ably  offered  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  re¬ 
serve  the  time  remaining  to  me,  and 
yield  the  floor  so  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  may  speak. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  by 
the  adoption  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  the  bill 
would  be  changed  in  four  major  ways. 

In  its  present  form  the  bill  provides 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  estab¬ 
lish,  at  or  near  the  border  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico,  reception 
centers  to  which  Mexican  labor  would 
be  brought  from  the  interior  of  Mexico. 
At  the  reception  center  the  worker 
would  enter  into  a  contract  with  Amer¬ 
ican  employers  for  temporary  employ¬ 
ment  in  the  United  States.  The  pend¬ 
ing  amendment  would  make  it  possible 
for  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  establish 
these  centers  at  interior  points  in  the 
United  States,  away  from  the  Mexican 
border. 

The  first  objection  to  the  amendment 
is  that  it  would  change  the  basis  of  the 
bill  from  one  attempting  to  implement 
the  present  method  of  importing  Mexi¬ 
can  labor,  to  one  of  meeting  an  emer¬ 
gency.  The  program  contemplated  by 
the  pending  bill  would  continue  to  make 
Mexican  workers  available  in  those  areas 
of  the  country  where  it  is  economically 
feasible  for  private  employers  to  hire 


them;  whereas  if  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  were  adopted  it  would  change  the 
purpose  of  the  bill  by  making  its  goal  the 
placing  of  Mexican  laborers  at  Govern¬ 
ment  expense  at  any  point  in  the  United 
States  where  an  emergency  shortage  of 
labor  existed. 

Secondly,  the  amendment  changes  the 
policy  of  the  Federal  Government  with 
respect  to  the  subsidization  of  farm 
labor.  The  bill  is  designed  to  carry  out 
the  agreement  reached  with  Mexico  at 
a  minimum  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  by  continuing  the  present  prac¬ 
tice  of  employers  paying  practically  all 
the  costs.  The  bill  provides  that  the  em¬ 
ployer  would  reimburse  the  Federal 
Government  up  to  $20  per  worker  for  ex¬ 
penses  incurred  in  providing  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  for  Mexican  work¬ 
ers.  This  maximum  reimbursement  is 
expected  to  cover  practically  all  such 
costs  in  bringing  Mexican  workers  from 
the  interior  of  Mexico  to  reception  cen¬ 
ters  in  the  United  States  at  or  near  the 
border.  If  reception  centers  are  estab¬ 
lished  in  the  United  States  other  than  at 
points  at  or  near  the  border,  it  becomes 
apparent  that  all  additional  transpor¬ 
tation  and  subsistence  costs  will  be  paid 
by  the  Federal  Government.  This  in¬ 
volves  substantial  subsidization  by  the 
Federal  Government  of  farm  labor  in  the 
United  States.  Such  subsidization  has 
been  made  in  the  past  only  during  World 
War  II,  and  not  during  peacetime  or  par¬ 
tial  mobilization  periods.  Therefore, 
adoption  of  the  amendment  involves  a 
major  change  in  policy  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment. 

Thirdly,  the  effect  of  the  amendment 
on  the  legislation  would'result  in  discrim¬ 
ination  against  domestic  workers  and 
workers  from  foreign  countries  other  than 
Mexico.  The  bill  as  reported  requires 
that  the  employer  pay  practically  all  of 
the  costs  of  importing  Mexican  workers. 
Before  he  can  import  them,  it  must  be 
certified  that  domestic  workers  are  not 
available,  and  that  such  importation 
would  not  adversely  affect  their  wages 
and  working  conditions.  However,  if  the 
amendment  is  adopted,  it  will  mean  that 
the  Federal  Government  will  be  paying 
for  the  transportation  and  subsistence 
of  Mexican  workers  to  any  point  in  the 
United  States,  while  no  subsidization  will 
be  offered  for  any  domestic  workers,  or 
any  worker  from  a  foreign  country  other 
than  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  Again,  the 
question  must  be  answered  if  the  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted  as  to  why  the  same 
method  should  not  be  applied  to  Cana¬ 
dians,  to  Jamaicans,  to  Hawaiians,  to 
Puerto  Ricans  as  well  as  domestic 
workers. 

Finally  the  amendment  will  increase 
the  cost  of  the  program  tremendously. 
The  bill  is  designed  to  have  the  employ¬ 
ers  pay  practically  all  costs  for  transpor¬ 
tation  and  subsistence  in  importing 
workers  from  Mexico.  The  legislation 
also  authorizes  the  Federal  Government 
to  establish  reception  centers  at  or  near 
the  border,  to  receive  workers  from  Mex¬ 
ico,  and  to  house  them  during  the  nego¬ 
tiations  for  contracting.  The  establish¬ 
ment  and  maintenance  of  these  recep¬ 
tion  centers  will  be  the  main  expense  of 
the  Government  in  this  program.  The 
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establishment  of  reception  centers  at 
other  points  in  the  United  States  will 
mean,  first,  that  practically  all  the  trans¬ 
portation  and  subsistence  costs  incurred 
in  the  United  States  will  be  paid  by  the 
Federal  Government,  and  second,  the 
Federal  Government  will,  of  course,  have 
to  pay  for  the  additional  reception  cen¬ 
ters.  The  Department  of  Labor  has  not 
estimated  what  the  cost  of  establishing 
and  maintaining  these  reception  centers 
will  be.  It  has  estimated  that  construc¬ 
tion  of  an  overnight  rest  camp  will  cost 
$70,000,  and  it  is  reasonable  to  assume 
that  the  reception  centers  will  cost  many 
times  that  amount.  The  reception  cen¬ 
ters  authorized  by  the  bill  at  or  near  the 
border  will  undoubtedly  be  used  on  a  full- 
year  basis.  If  reception  centers  are  es¬ 
tablished  wherever  an  emergency  farm 
labor  shortage  occurs,  they  may  be  used 
for  one  season  only,  and  complete  utili¬ 
zation  from  year  to  year  will  not  be  pos¬ 
sible. 

Mr.  President,  as  I  explained  to  the 
Senate  10  days  ago,  when  the  bill  was 
first  considered,  the  labor  is  recruited 
in  Mexico  under  the  auspices  of  our 
Government,  at  centers  to  be  agreed 
upon  by  Mexico.  The  workers  are  then 
taken  from  those  centers  and  brought 
to  reception  centers  established  at  or 
near  the  border  within  the  United 
States.  At  the  centers  in  the  United 
States,  employers  enter  contracts  with 
the  Mexican  laborers.  The  expense  of 
transportation  and  subsistence  of  the 
laborers  between  the  center  established 
in  Mexico  and  the  one  established  on 
the  border  is  paid  by  the  United  States 
Government,  but  each  employer  is  re¬ 
quired  to  reimburse  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  up  to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $20 
per  worker  for  such  expenses.  Thus  the 
legislation  is  designed  to  provide  that 
the  employers  of  these  workers  will  pay 
as  much  of  the  total  cost  of  the  program 
as  possible. 

If  the  amendment  is  adopted,  it  can 
readily  be  seen  that  the  result  will  be 
that  instead  of  the  employers  paying  the 
entire  expense,  the  Federal  Government 
will  be  called  upon  to  subsidize  the  em¬ 
ployers  of  farm  labor.  In  other  words, 
if  the  centers  are  established,  let  us 
say,  in  Seattle,  in  St.  Louis,  and  in 
Denver — in  fact,  at  any  point  away  from 
the  border — the  Federal  Government 
will  be  called  upon  to  pay  every  cent 
of  the  transportation  from  the  interior 
of  Mexico  to  those  established  centers, 
less  the  sum  of  $20. 

Mr.  President,  if  we  are  to  undertake 
a  program  of  that  character,  we  ought 
to  make  it  apply  not  only  to  Mexican 
labor,  but  to  all  forms  of  foreign  as  well 
as  domestic  labor  that  may  be  needed 
to  maintain  American  agricultural 
production. 

Today  we  have  in  force  an  agreement 
whereby  employers  in  the  United  States 
go  into  Mexico,  hire  Mexican  labor,  pay 
all  of  the  expenses  in  connection  with 
obtaining  such  labor,  and  in  that  way 
obtain  a  great  many  agricultural  work¬ 
ers.  The  Mexican  Government,  how¬ 
ever,  does  not  desire  to  continue  that 
agreement.  Therefore,  in  order  that  we 
shall  be  able  to  carry  out  a  tentative  new 
agreement  between  the  United  States 


and  Mexico,  it  is  necessary  that  this  bill 
be  enacted. 

As  I  pointed  out  a  moment  ago,  if  we 
should  adopt  the  amendment,  there  will 
be  discrimination  against  foreign  labor¬ 
ers  from  countries  other  than  Mexico 
and  against  our  own  domestic  farm  labor. 
Why  should  not  we  have  a  plan  providing 
that  if  there  is  a  national  emergency  in 
farm  labor,  the  Government  will  pay  for 
the  transportation  not  only  of  foreign 
farm  labor,  but  also  of  domestic  farm 
labor?  I  believe  such  alternative  must 
be  considered  in  connection  with  the 
problem  raised  by  the  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  repeat  a  statement 

I  have  made  previously,  namely,  that 
in  the  future  a  time  may  come  when 
it  will  be  necessary — because  of  the 
existence  of  an  emergency,  and  in  or¬ 
der  to  obtain  the  labor  needed  not  only 
on  the  farms,  but  also  in  industry — to 
enact  legislation  similar  to  that  which 
was  in  effect  during  World  War  II.  It 
will  be  recalled  that  during  World  War 

II  we  had  in  effect  a  plan  whereby  our 
Government  financed  the  transportation, 
subsistence,  and  other  expenses  not  only 
with  respect  to  relocating  farm  labor, 
but  also,  with  respect  to  relocating  in¬ 
dustrial  labor.  That  cost  the  taxpay¬ 
ers  of  the  United  States  in  excess  of  $30,- 
000,000  a  year  during  World  War  II.  I  do 
not  believe  this  bill  should  now  be  placed 
in  that  category.  I  contend  that  we  are 
not  yet  in  an  emergency  which  would  re¬ 
quire  the  Congress  to  enact  a  bill  making 
it  possible  to  transport  labor  from  one 
place  to  another. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  President,  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  this  bill  is  merely  to  carry  out 
a  proposed  agreement  which  has  been 
entered  into  between  our  Government 
and  the  Mexican  Government,  without 
which  we  would  be  unable  to  obtain  any 
Mexican  labor  legally.  As  I  have  pointed 
out,  employers  in  the  United  States  have 
been  obtaining  Mexican  labor  under  the 
terms  of  an  agreement  which  became 
effective  August  1,  1949.  The  Mexican 
Government  has  given  us  notice  that  it 
will  no  longer  agree  to  contracts  made 
under  those  terms,  and  that  in  order  for 
Mexican  labor  to  be  imported  into  the 
United  States,  it  will  be  necessary  for 
that  to  be  done  in  accordance  with  the 
tentative  agreement  reached  the  first 
part  of  this  year.  I  believe  the  bill  will 
authorize  our  Government  to  carry  out 
its  part  of  that  agreement  in  the  best 
way  possible  but  the  pending  amendment 
would  embark  our  Government  on  a 
totally  different  type  of  farm  labor  pro¬ 
gram  from  that  contemplated  by  the 
basic  legislation. 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Mr.  President,  will 
.the  Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Moody  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Idaho? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield.  . 

Mr.  DWORSHAK.  Surely  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  is  not  contending,  is 
he,  that  in  the  past  several  months  the 
farm  labor  situation  has  not  become 
more  acute  by  virtue  of  the  recruitment 
of  labor  in  areas  in  the  West,  particu¬ 
larly  for  employment  in  munitions 


plants,  in  atomic  energy  installations, 
and  in  airplane  factories? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  not  contend¬ 
ing  that  at  all,  Mr.  President.  The  point 
I  am  trying  to  make  is  that  when  our 
committee  considered  the  bill,  it  was  con¬ 
sidered,  not  in  the  light  of  an  emer¬ 
gency  bill,  but  simply  as  a  bill  to  provide 
ways  and  means  by  which  Mexican  labor 
could  be  brought  into  our  country  for  use 
on  our  farms.  In  other  words,  if  this 
bill  should  not  be  enacted,  we  would  not 
be  able  to  contract  for  Mexican  workers 
legally  as  we  have  in  the  past. 

As  the  law  now  stands,  contracts  are 
entered  into  by  employers  in  the  United 
States  with  employees  in  Mexico,  with¬ 
out  any  subsidies  or  guaranties  by  our 
Government.  However,  the  Mexican 
Government  has  now  refused  to  continue 
this  program  unless  it  is  done  under 
terms  and  conditions  outlined  in  an 
agreement  which  was  entered  into  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  Mexico  in 
January  of  this  year.  As  I  have  stated, 
the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  carry  out 
that  phase  of  the  agreement. 

Mr.  President,  during  the  course  of  the 
hearings,  we  tried  to  obtain  from  the 
Department  of  Labor  and  from  other 
sources  information  as  to  what  the  cost 
of  the  program  would  be.  However,  we 
could  not  obtain  any  information  as  to 
how  much  it  would  cost  to  establish  a 
reception  center.  The  Department  did 
estimate  that  it  would  cost  $70,000  to 
construct  an  overnight  rest  stop  and 
undoubtedly  a  reception  center  would 
cost  many  times  that  amount. 

As  I  stated  before  the  committee,  if 
the  time  comes  in  the  near  future  when 
we  have  an  emergency  condition  which 
makes  it  necessary  for  us  to  bring  into 
our  country  not  only  Mexicon  labor  but 
other  foreign  farm  labor,  and  also  to 
provide  for  the  transportation  of  domes¬ 
tic  farm  labor,  that  problem  should  be 
considered  then  as  a  whole.  However, 
let  us  not  pass,  at  this  time,  a  bill  which 
would  be  grossly  discriminatory  against 
domestic  workers  and  foreign  workers 
from  countries  other  than  Mexico  by 
adoption  of  the  pending  amendment. 
If  the  amendment  of  the  senior  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  is  adopted, 
it  will  mean  that  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  will  have  to  pay  the  entire 
cost,  less  $20,  of  transporting  Mexican 
workers  from  the  interior  of  Mexico  all 
the  way  to  Portland,  Oreg.,  if  the  la¬ 
borers  are  to  be  employed  there,  or  to 
other  points  in  the  United  States.  Again 
I  repeat,  that  would  change  the  purpose 
and  policy  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  given 
any  thought  to  the  possibility  of  in¬ 
creasing  the  $20  minimum  fee.  Twenty 
dollars  does  not  cover  very  much,  any¬ 
way,  even  in  the  case  of  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation  to  the  reception  centers  orig¬ 
inally  proposed.  Would  not  it  be  possible 
to  increase  the  $20  minimum? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  purpose  of  the 
$20  fee  is  to  cover  the  cost  of  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  in  Mexico. 
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Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Personally  I  would 
much  prefer,  if  the  Congress  feels  that 
way,  to  provide  that  employers  whose 
farms  are  at  a  considerable  distance 
from  the  border  shall  receive  some  sort 
of  rebate.  I  am  not  advocating  that; 
but  I  would  prefer  it  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  proposed  centers. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  question  I 
ask  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
this:  If  the  Cordon  amendment  should 
be  adopted,  would  not  it  be  within  the 
realm  of  fair  play  and  reasonableness  to 
suggest  a  moderate  increase  in  the  min¬ 
imum  sum  which  an  employer  would  be 
required  to  pay? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  purpose  of  the 
$20  payment,  as  I  have  said,  is  to  pay 
for  the  actual  expenses  within  Mexico. 
Certainly  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
would  not  want  to  pay  a  greater  amount 
than  that  actually  needed? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes,  I  would. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  not.  Why 
should  we  make  a  farmer  who  lives  on 
the  border  pay  a  considerably  larger 
amount  than  the  cost  of  transporting  the 
laborer  from,  let  us  say,  the  interior  of 
Mexico  to  the  point  on  the  border  where 
the  employer’s  farm  is  located? 

I  understand  that  my  distinguished 
friend  intends,  by  means  of  his  amend¬ 
ment,  to  make  the  payment  equitable. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Thirty-five  dollars 
was  the  amount  suggested  by  me. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  we 
find  this  provision :  “ Provided ,  That  such 
reception  centers  shall  be  distributed 
geographically  so  as  to  provide,  as  far  as 
practicable,  equality  of  costs  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  obtaining  such  workers  in  the 
areas  where  the  Secretary  finds  need 
therefor  to  exist.” 

If  we  could  work  out  a  method  which 
would  take  care  of  the  transportation 
from  a  point  within  Mexico  to  a  point 
within  the  United  States,  I  would  much 
prefer  that  approach  to  the  establish¬ 
ment  of  centers  throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  sorry  that  my 
time  has  expired,  and  I  am  unable  to 
yield. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  is  recognized. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Oregon  has  3  minutes. 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  yield  1  minute  to  my 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Iowa  is  recognized  for  1 
minute. 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  although  this  type  of  labor  is  not 
particularly  attractive  in  my  immediate 
section  of  the  United  States,  neverthe¬ 
less  it  is  attractive  in  various  other  sec¬ 
tions.  I  feel  that  it  is  a  good  thing  to  ob¬ 
tain  this  supply  of  labor  if  it  can  be 
obtained  without  undue  cost.  I  believe 
that  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon  is  a  proper  one.  I  think  it 
should  be  adopted. 


However,  I  also  would  go  along  with  a 
commensurate  increase  in  the  total  over¬ 
all  transportation  cost,  the  payment  of 
which  might  be  provided  for  in  the  bill, 
in  order  to  equalize  the  costs  of  trans¬ 
portation  to  the  various  areas  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  President,  I  believe  that  the  time 
allotted  to  me  has  expired.  I  thank  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  for  yielding  this 
time  to  me. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  in  his 
argument  today,  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  repeated,  as  I 
understood  him,  the  matters  he  pre¬ 
sented  in  his  original  argument  before 
the  Senate.  They  were  answered  by  me 
in  my  argument  of  the  other  day. 

Let  me  say  that  there  is  no  reason  for 
any  cost  for  maintaining  beyond  the 
Mexican  border  any  reception  center  for 
any  laborer.  All  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
need  do  is  to  determine  the  points  to 
which  the  laborers  come  and  from  which 
they  return,  with  expenses  prepaid  by 
the  American  Government.  The  re¬ 
mainder  is  all  taken  care  of  exactly  as 
it  is  today.  It  is  solely  a  matter  of  good 
administrative  judgment  on  the  part  of 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  and  I  think  we 
can  indulge  the  hope  that  we  will  have 
that  sort  of  administration,  and  that  the 
result  will  be  equity  as  between  agricul¬ 
tural  areas  in  the  several  States  of  the 
United  States  in  which  there  is  a  critical 
labor  shortage  which  cannot  be  met 
domestically.  If  there  is  no  shortage, 
there  is  no  call  for  the  foreign  labor. 
If  there  is  a  shortage,  there  should  be 
equity  in  its  supply  and  in  the  cost  of 
providing  it.  I  yield  the  remainder  of 
my  time  to  the  chairman. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  of 
the  hour  which  I  would  have  on  the  bill 
itself,  I  now  yield  10  minutes  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Florida  is  recognized  for 
10  minutes. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  hope 
that  this  amendment  will  not  be  adopted, 
because  its  adoption  would  mean  that 
many  of  us  from  that  section  of  the  Na¬ 
tion  which  does  not  use  Mexican  labor, 
but  whose  people  are  very  anxious,  by 
supporting  this  bill,  to  help  both  agricul¬ 
ture  and  the  Mexicans  in  the  area  where 
Mexican  labor  is  available,  would  be  left 
in  a  position  where  we  could  not  possibly 
support  it.  There  are  three  reasons  for 
saying  that  that  is  the  case,  and  I  should 
like  to  give  those  reasons  for  the  Record. 

I  note  that  there  are  very  few  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate  present,  but,  since  I 
shall  have  to  oppose  this  bill  if  this 
amendment  is  adopted,  and  since  a  great 
many  other  Senators  are  in  the  same 
position,  I  think  it  only  fair  to  state  for 
the  Record  just  why  we  oppose  this 
amendment  so  vigorously. 

The  first  reason  is  that  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment  would  discriminate 
completely  against  users  of  agricultural 
labor  which  comes  from  foreign  sources 
other  than  Mexico,  such  as  the  Bahamas, 
Jamaica,  Canada,  and  the  like.  We  have 
not  asked  to  be  included  in  this  bill.  We 
do  not  want  to  be  included  in  this  bill. 
,We,  in  Florida,  ourselves  are  paying  the 
expenses  or  bringing  in  needed  agricul¬ 
tural  labor  from  the  Bahamas  and  from 


Jamaica.  We  do  not  want  to  be  sub¬ 
sidized,  neither  do  we  want  to  be  regi¬ 
mented,  and  we  therefore  have  not  asked 
to  be  included  within  this  bill. 

The  practice  which  has  been  built  up 
is  thoroughly  satisfactory.  It  does  not 
cost  the  United .  States  Government  a 
cent.  It  is  not  inimical  to  domestic  labor, 
because  there  cannot  be  brought  into  the 
United  States  a  single  alien  without  first 
getting  a  certificate  of  the  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  labor,  over  and  beyond  what  do¬ 
mestic  sources  can  supply.  But  if  this 
amendment  should  be  placed  in  the  bill 
we  would  be  in  the  position  of  having  to 
see  Federal  funds  expended  in  very  large 
amounts,  for  instance,  for  transportation 
from  such  places  of  entry  as  Brownsville 
or  El  Paso,  Tex.,  clear  across  an  area  of 
more  than  2,000  miles  to  the  fields  of  the 
Northwest,  and  for  housing  and  subsist¬ 
ence  at  various  places  on  the  way.  We 
feel  that  for  the  Government  to  pay  those 
expenses  and  at  the  same  time  ter  pay 
not  1  dime  for  the  importation  of  labor 
from  the  Bahamas  and  Jamaica  and  the 
transportation  of  those  laborers  from 
Miami,  the  port  of  entry,  to  Connecticut, 
or  wherever  they  may  be  used,  is  an  obvi¬ 
ous  discrimination  against  the  users  of 
those  forms  of  alien  agricultural  labor 
in  all  the  eastern  area  of  the  Nation. 
That  is  the  first  reason  for  our  being 
opposed  to  this  amendment,  and  we  think 
that  it  is  a  perfectly  sound  reason. 

Our  second  reason  for  opposing  it  is 
that  the  adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  be  highly  discriminatory  as 
against  domestic  labor.  I  hope  that  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
will  listen  to  this  point,  because  I  think  it 
is  valid  and,  in  my  opinion,  there  is  no 
way  in  the  world  to  meet  it.  If  this 
amendment  should  be  adopted  without 
further  change,  the  bill  would  be  highly 
discriminatory  as  against  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  labor,  because  it  would  pay  the 
transportation,  subsistence,  and  housing 
of  laborers  coming  in  from  Mexico,  for 
distances  of  from  2,000  to  2,500  miles 
across  areas  of  the  United  States  and 
back,  at  the  expense  of  the  United  States 
Government,  without  offering  to  do  any¬ 
thing  of  the  sort  for  domestic  labor  at 
similarly  distant  points,  because  domes¬ 
tic  labor,  if  they  wanted  to  go  to  the 
same  places  as,  for  example,  the  fields  in 
Oregon  or  Washington,  would  have  to 
pay  their  own  expenses. 

I  realize  there  are  certain  practical 
difficulties  involved  in  this  problem,  and 
I  am  quite  agreeable  to  providing  the  ex¬ 
penses  of  maintaining  a  system  under 
which  the  Federal  Government  may, 
agreeably  to  the  Mexican  Government, 
get  labor  in  Mexico  at  places  where  there 
is  unemployment,  transport  such  labor 
into  the  United  States,  and  make  it 
equally  available  to  all;  but  I  would  not 
be  willing,  and  I  do  not  believe  any  other 
Senator  understanding  the  situation 
would  be  willing,  to  vote  for  a  system 
under  which  there  would  be  paid  trans¬ 
portation  within  the  United  States  for 
2,500  miles  in  each  direction  of  labor 
brought  in  from  Mexico,  in  order  that 
they  might  work  in  fields,  let  us  say,  in 
Washington,  Idaho,  or  Oregon — and  I 
have  nothing  but  the  friendliest  feelings 
for  all  those  good  States — and  at  the 
same  time  no  effort  whatever  would  be 
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made  to  reimburse  the  travel  or  other 
expense  of  domestic  laborers  who  might 
have  equally  as  great  a  desire  to  see  that 
interesting  part  of  the  country  and  to 
work  there  for  a  few  months  in  the  sum¬ 
mer  or  fall  as  would  the  Mexicans. 
There  simply  is  no  equity  toward  our  own 
people  in  such  a  program. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  will  yield  in  a  mo¬ 
ment.  Let  me  make  my  third  point; 
after  which  I  shall  yield. 

The  adoption  of  this  amendment 
would  mean  a  very  great  degree  of  dis¬ 
crimination  against  domestic  agricul¬ 
tural  labor  in  the  United  States,  and 
there  would  be  no  way  in  the  world  to 
prevent  it. 

The  third  point,  Mr.  President,  and 
the  reason  why  I  would  object  to  the 
amendment,  is  that  it  is  a  big  entering 
wedge  for  what  is  the  most  grandiose 
scheme  I  have  ever  heard  advanced  for 
setting  up  a  hierarchy  the  like  of  which 
I  have  not  heard  suggested  elsewhere, 
the  establishing  of  motels,  transient 
camps,  and  tourist  camps  from  the  Ca¬ 
nadian  border  to  the  Gulf,  and  from 
the  Atlantic  to  the  Pacific  Ocean, .  as 
testified  to  before  the  committee  by  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  Labor,  Mr.  Rob¬ 
ert  T.  Creasey.  At  an  earlier  time  in 
the  debate  I  placed  in  the  Record  his 
testimony.  The  amendment  propose  to 
furnish  such  entertainment  to  Mexican 
labor,  scattered  all  over  the  country. 

The  fact  that  it  involves  more  than 
one  or  two  or  three  centers  was  never 
better  illustrated  than  by  the  statement 
a  few  moments  ago  of  the  distinguished 
junior  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Cain],  who  made  it  very  clear  that  there 
would  be  required  at  least  three  centers 
of  distribution  in  Washington  State  be¬ 
cause  of  the  necessity  of  supplying  addi¬ 
tional  areas  in  his  State  at  different 
times  in  the  year.  We  realize  that  if 
we  adopt  this  amendment  and  pass  the 
bill  we  shall  be  giving  an  invitation,  lay¬ 
ing  out  the  plush  carpet  for  the  crea¬ 
tion  of  this  grandiose  scheme  of  multiple 
units  of  transient  centers,  tourist  camps, 
and  motels,  manned  at  public  expense, 
and  with  public  agents  to  operate  them 
for  agricultural  labor  going  up  and  down 
the  country,  though  it  may  be  confined 
to  Mexican  labor  for  the  moment. 
Surely,  with  that  kind  of  scheme  it  would 
be  wholly  impossible  to  exclude  the  im¬ 
plication  that  we  would  also  have  to  be 
entertaining  domestic  agricultural  labor 
very  soon  and  it  would  not  be  many 
months  before  we  would  have  to  do  it. 

I  now  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  Senator  speaks  of 
discrimination.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
every  provision  in  this  bill  is  a  discrimi¬ 
nation  in  favor  of  foreign  labor,  that 
every  provision  in  it  is  a  discrimination 
predicated  upon  the  sole  proposition  that 
we  do  not  have  sufficient  domestic  labor, 
that  we  must  get  foreign  labor,  and  that 
we  cannot  get  it  from  the  usual  source, 
Mexico,  except  in  the  way  provided  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No.  The  Senator  is 
not  correct.  There  is  no  discrimination 


in  favor  of  Canadian  labor;  there  is  no 
discrimination  in  favor  of  Bahaman 
labor;  there  is  no  discrimination  in  favor 
of  Jamaican  labor;  there  is  no  discrimi¬ 
nation  in  the  bill  in  favor  of  any  of  the 
users  of  all  those  classes  of  labor,  which 
means  farmers  in  most  of  the  eastern 
areas  of  the  United  States. 

I  have  heard  not  one  word  from  the 
farming  interests  of  the  eastern  section 
of  the  United  States  by  way  of  sugges¬ 
tion  that  they  want  any  sort  of  a  sub¬ 
sidy  or  any  sort  of  a  hierachy  established 
and  maintained  for  their  advantage. 
To  the  contrary,  they  say  they  want  to 
and  they  insist  upon  handling  their  prob¬ 
lem  themselves,  and  at  their  own  ex¬ 
pense.  The  only  reason  for  the  bring¬ 
ing  of  Mexican  labor  into  the  picture  is 
that  under  the  practices  which  have  ex¬ 
isted,  the  very  areas  in  Mexico  which  did 
not  need  to  export  their  laborers  have 
been  the  ones  whose  laborers  have  been 
exported;  instead  of  going  into  the  areas 
remote  from  the  border,  where  there  was 
unemployment  and  where  the  Mexican 
Government  wanted  the  labor  to  come 
from,  the  labor  has  been  drained  away 
from  the  very  home  areas  where  it  was 
most  needed. 

The  Senator  also  knows  that  in  the 
case  of  Bahama  labor  and  Jamaica  labor 
we  do  not  have,  as  in  the  case  of  Mexico, 
a  border  more  than  2,000  miles  long  over 
any  portion  of  which  a  man  could  pass, 
regardless  of  the  most  efficient  border 
inspection  service. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Would  the  Senator 
say  that  the  section  of  the  bill  which 
provides  subsistence,  emergency  medical 
care,  and  burial  expenses,  not  exceeding 
$150  for  burial  expenses  in  any  one  case, 
would  be  discriminatory?  Would  the 
Senator  say  that  a  provision  guarantee¬ 
ing  wages  is  a  provision  available  to  all 
domestic  workers? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No;  but  I  will  say  to 
the  Senator  that  there  is  not  a  provision 
in  the  bill  which  allows  this  Mexican 
labor  to  be  used  for  a  dime  more  or  less 
than  is  to  be  paid  for  domestic  labor, 
nor  is  there  anything  in  the  bill  which 
provides  for  other  than  transportation 
across  the  border  to  the  edge  of  our 
country.  The  farmer  has  to  pay  the 
transportation  and  carry  the  whole 
burden  from  that  moment  forward  just 
as  in  the  case  of  domestic  labor — no  more 
and  no  less. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Cordon]  for  himself  and  other  Senators, 
as  modified. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll, 
and  the  following  Senators  answered  to 
their  names: 

Anderson  Carlson 

Bennett  Case 

Benton  Clements 

Brewster  Connally 

Bricker  Cordon 

Bridges  Douglas 

Butler,  Nebr.  Duff 

Byrd  Dworshak 

Cain  Ecton 


Ellender 

Ferguson 

Flanders 

Fulbright 

George 

Gillette 

Green 

Hendrickson 

Hennings 


Hickenlooper 

Long 

Robertson 

Hill 

McCarthy 

Russell 

Hoey 

McClellan 

Saltonstall 

Holland 

McFarland 

Schoeppel 

Humphrey 

McKellar 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Ives 

McMahon 

Smith,  N.  C. 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Maybank 

Sparkman 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Millikln 

Stennls 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Monroney 

Taft 

Kefauver 

Moody 

Thye 

Kem 

Morse 

Tobey 

Kerr 

Neely 

Underwood 

Kilgore 

Nixon 

Wherry 

Knowland 

O’Conor 

Williams 

Langer 

O’Mahoney 

Young 

Lodge 

Pastore 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business  for  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services. 

The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Leh¬ 
man]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed 
a  member  of  the  United  States  delega¬ 
tion  to  the  World  Health  Organization, 
which  is  meeting  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnuson]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate  on  official  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carran]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business. 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler],  the  Senators  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart  and  Mr.  Jenner],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs. 
Smith],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Welker],  and  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  absent  on  offi¬ 
cial  business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Wat¬ 
kins]  is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr. 
Malone]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quor¬ 
um  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
amendment,  as  modified,  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Cordon]  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  other  Senators. 

Mr.  ELLENDER  and  other  Senators 
requested  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered,  and 
the  legislative  clerk  called  the  roll. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez],  the  Senator  from  Mississippi 
[Mr.  Eastland],  the  Senator  from  Dela¬ 
ware  [Mr.  Frear],  the  Senator  from  Ari¬ 
zona  [Mr.  Hayden],  the  Senator  from 
Montana  [Mr.  Murray],  and  the  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Smathers]  are  absent 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Wyoming  [Mr. 
Hunt]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business  for  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services. 
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The  Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Leh¬ 
man]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate  on 
official  business,  having  been  appointed 
a  member  of  the  United  States  delega¬ 
tion  to  the  World  Health  Organization, 
which  is  meeting  in  Geneva,  Switzerland. 

The  Senator  from  Washington  [Mr. 
Magnttson]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the 
Senate  on  official  committee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Mc- 
Carran]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr. 
Chavez]  is  paired  on  this  vote  with  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  East- 
land].  If  present  and  voting,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  would  vote  “yea,” 
and  the  Senator  from  Mississippi  would 
vote  “nay.” 

If  present  and  voting,  the  Senator 
from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt],  the  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman],  and  the 
Senator  from  Washington  [Mr.  Magnu- 
son]  would  vote  “yea.” 

Mr.  SALTONSTALL.  I  announce  that 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr.  Aiken], 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr.  But¬ 
ler],  the  Senators  from  Indiana  [Mr. 
Capehart  and  Mi’.  Jenner],  the  Senator 
from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Martin],  the 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt],  the  Senator  from  Maine  [Mrs. 
Smith],  the  Senator  from  Idaho  [Mr. 
Welker],  and  the  Senator  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  [Mr.  Wiley]  are  absent  on  official 
business. 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins] 
is  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  Ma¬ 
lone]  is  detained  on  official  business. 

I  wish  also  to  announce  that  if  present, 
the  Senator  from  South  Dakota  [Mr. 
Mundt],  would  vote  “yea.” 

The  Senator  from  Vermont  [Mr. 
Aiken]  is  paired  with  the  Senator  from 
Wisconsin  [Mr.  Wiley].  If  present  and 
voting,  the  Senator  from  Vermont  would 
vote  “yea”  and  the  Senator  from  Wis¬ 
consin  would  vote  “nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Watkins] 
is  paired  with  the  Senator  from  Maine 
[Mrs.  Smith].  If  present  and  voting, 
the  Senator  from  Utah  would  vote  “yea” 
and  the  Senator  from  Maine  would  vote 
“nay.” 

The  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Dirk- 
sen]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  result  was  announced — yeas  31, 
nays  43,  as  follows: 

YEAS— 31 


Bennett 

Ferguson 

Moody 

Benton 

Flanders 

Morse 

Bridges 

Hendrickson 

Neely 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hickenlooper 

O’Mahoney 

Cain 

Humphrey 

Saltonstall 

Case 

Ives 

Smith,  N.  J. 

Cordon 

Johnson,  Colo. 

Thye 

Douglas 

Langer 

Tobey 

Duff 

Dworshak 

Ecton 

McCarthy 

McMahon 

Millikin 

NAYS — 43 

Young 

Anderson 

Holland 

Nixon 

Brewster 

Johnson,  Tex. 

O’Conor 

Bricker 

Johnston,  S.  C. 

Pastore 

Byrd 

Kefauver 

Robertson 

Carlson 

Kem 

Russell 

Clements 

Kerr 

Schoeppel 
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So,  the  amendment,  as  modified,  of¬ 
fered  by  Mr.  Cordon  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  other  Senators,  was  rejected. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  offer 
the  amendment  which  I  send  to  the  desk 
and  ask  to  have  stated. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  will  be  stated. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  At  the  appropriate 
place  in  the  bill  it  is  proposed  to  insert 
the  following: 


Sec.  — .  Section  8  of  the  Immigration  Act 
of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.  144)  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“Sec.  8.  Any  person,  including  the  owner, 
operator,  pilot,  master,  commanding  officer, 
agent,  or  consignee  of  any  means  of  trans¬ 
portation  who — 

“(1)  brings  into  or  lands  in  the  United 
States,  by  any  means  of  transportation  or 
otherwise,  or  attempts  by  himself  or  through 
another,  to  bring  into  or  land  in  the  United 
States,  by  any  means  of  transportation  or 
otherwise,  or 

“(2)  conceals  or  harbors,  or  attempts  to 
conceal  or  harbor  in  any  place,  including 
any  building,  or  any  means  of  transporta¬ 
tion, 


any  alien,  including  an  alien  crewman,  not 
duly  admitted  by  an  immigration  officer  or 
not  lawfully  entitled  to  enter  or  to  reside 
within  the  United  States  under  the  terms  of 
this  act  or  any  other  law  relating  to  the 
immigration  or  expulsion  of  aliens,  or  any 
person  who  shall  employ  any  alien  when 
such  person  knows  or  has  reasonable  grounds 
to  believe  or  suspect  or  by  reasonable  in¬ 
quiry  could  have  ascertained  that  such 
alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United 
States,  or  any  person  who,  having  employed 
an  alien  without  knowing  or  having  reason¬ 
able  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  that  such 
alien  is  unlawfully  within  the  United  States 
and  who  could  not  have  obtained  such  in¬ 
formation  by  reasonable  inquiry  at  the  time 
of  giving  such  employment,  shall  obtain  in¬ 
formation  during  the  course  of  such  em¬ 
ployment  indicating  that  such  alien  is  not 
lawfully  within  the  United  States  and  shall 
fail  to  report  such  information  promptly  to 
an  immigration  officer,  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
felony,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be 
punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $2,000,  or 
by  imprisonment  for  a  term  not  exceeding 
1  year,  or  both,  for  each  alien  in  respect  to 
whom  any  violation  of  this  section  occurs.” 


Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President - 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  so  I  may  make  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry  at  this  point? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  with 
respect  to  amendments  offered  by  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Senate,  it  is  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  if  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  is  in 
agreement  with  the  proponent  of  an 
amendment,  then  the  junior  Senator 
from  Nebraska  has  control  over  the  time 
of  the  opposition;  but  if  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  opposes 
the  amendment,  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  has  control  of  the  time.  I  thought 
that  ought  to  be  made  plain,  because 
Senators  are  asking  me  for  time  in  which 
to  speak.  With  respect  to  the  particular 
amendment  now  under  consideration  I 


understand  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana  will  be  in  control  of  the 
opposition  time.. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Nebraska  is 
correct  in  his  understanding. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  the 
present  situation  concerning  penalties 
for  illegal  immigration  is  approximately 
as  follows:  First,  the  importation  and 
concealment  of  aliens  illegally  brought 
into  the  country  is  already  made  a 
crime — Eighth  United  States  Code,  sec¬ 
tion  144 — but  the  present  law  fails  to  fix 
a  penalty  for  concealment.  The  penalty 
is  instead  only  fixed  for  importation. 

The  McCarran  bill,  S.  716,  which  is 
now  before  the  Committee  on  the  Ju- 
dicary,  fixes  a  penalty  for  both,  that  is, 
a  penalty  both  for  importation  and  for 
concealment. 

The  Ellender  bill,  S.  1391,  introduced 
by  the  eminent  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  adds 
a  penalty  for  the  employment  as  well  as 
for  the  importation  and  concealment  of 
illegal  immigrants. 

The  amendment  which  I  have  offered 
is  substantially  the  bill  already  offered 
by  the  eminent  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
but  with  a  reduction  in  the  severity  of 
the  penalty,  to  either  a  fine  of  $2,000  or 
1  year’s  imprisonment,  instead  of  5  years, 
or  both.  This  amendment,  very  frankly, 
is  virtually  identical,  therefore,  with  the 
separate  bill  already  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  President,  the  report  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Committee  on  Migratory  Labor 
and  the  articles  in  the  New  York  Times 
by  Mr.  Gladwin  Hill  have  shown  pretty 
clearly  that  we  are  dealing  with  a  very 
large  problem.  The  committee  and  Mr. 
Hill  state  that  each  year  there  are  prob¬ 
ably  from  500,000  to  1,000,000  Mexicans 
who  illegally  enter  this  country. 

It  is  interesting  that  during  the  last 
year  no  less  than  500,000  who  illegally 
entered  this  country  were  turned  back 
and  sent  back  into  Mexico  by  our  immi¬ 
gration  authorities.  No  one  knows  how 
many  more,  after  they  had  crossed  the 
Rio  Grande  or  came  across  the  desert, 
were  able  to  remain  here  for  a  long  pe¬ 
riod  of  time.  There  are  probably  hun¬ 
dreds  of  thousands  now  in  the  country 
who  have  illegally  entered. 

This  results  in  a  displacement  of 
American  citizens  who  are  not  able  to 
get  jobs  which  they  otherwise  would  be 
able  to  get,  and  it  worsens  the  condition 
of  American  farm  laborers  by  the  cheap 
labor  competition  with  the  so-called 
wetbacks.  For  instance,  I  am  in¬ 
formed  that  in  the  lower  Rio  Grande 
Valley  the  average  hourly  rate  for  the 
wetbacks  is  somewhere  around  25  cents 
an  hour,  or  half  the  rate  normally  paid 
to  domestic  farm  labor.  The  difference 
in  wages  is,  I  believe,  less  in  Arizona  and 
New  Mexico,  but  in  the  Imperial  Valley 
of  California  the  wetback  laborers  also 
receive  appreciably  less  than  the  do¬ 
mestic  labor. 

These  large  numbers  of  Mexicans  who 
come  across  the  border  illegally  and 
without  protection,  create  poor  health 
and  housing  conditions  in  the  agricul¬ 
tural  labor  camps  in  the  Southwestern 
States,  and  serious  community  condi¬ 
tions  have  resulted. 
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The  wetback  labor  is  used  for  so-called 
“stoop”  labor,  for  the  picking  of  cotton 
and  garden  vegetables,  where  bending 
and  handwork  is  required,  and  where 
there  is  a  natural  desire  to  keep  farm 
labor  costs  down. 

Unless  we  put  some  real  teeth  into  our 
attempt  to  prevent  the  illegal  entry  of 
wetbacks  we  shall  find,  I  believe,  that 
the  very  excellent  provisions  which  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
has  provided  for  handling  the  traffic 
legally  will  be  largely  noneffective. 
Without  some  penalties  I  fear  that 
efforts  to  halt  the  influx  of  wetbacks 
will  fail. 

I  am  informed  that  the  number  of 
immigrants  who  come  into  this  country 
legally  from  Mexico  can  be  reckoned  in 
the  tens  of  thousands,  but  that  the  en¬ 
trants  who  come  in  here  illegally  can  be 
reckoned  in  the  hundreds  of  thousands 
each  year.  Therefore  we  need  to  put 
teeth  into  the  measure  before  us. 

The  question  then  arises  as  to  whether 
we  should  do  this  in  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  now  under  consideration  or  in  a 
separate  bill.  I  now  see  the  eminent 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  on  the  floor.  I  want 
to  repeat  to  him,  therefore,  what  I  have 
previously  said  to  the  body  as  a  whole, 
namely,  that  my  amendment  is  nothing 
but  the  Ellender  bill,  S.  1391,  with  the 
penalties  slightly  modified.  The  ques¬ 
tion  then  is  whether  the  penalties  should 
be  inserted  in  the  bill  before  us  rather 
than  be  dealt  with  as  a  separate  measure 
and  left  to  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary. 

If  this  problem  is  worth  attacking  at 
all,  it  is  worth  attacking  now.  And  in¬ 
stead  of  postponing  action  until  later 
when  we  get  out  a  general  immigration 
bill,  possibly  at  the  end  of  the  farm  sea¬ 
son,  with  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
Mexicans  illegally  brought  across  the 
border  in  the  meantime,  it  would  seem 
to  me  to  be  highly  desirable  that  we 
should  tackle  this  issue  now  before  the 
farm  season  is  too  far  advanced. 

Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  believe 
that  this  amendment  is  really  the  heart 
of  the  effort  to  curb  the  illegal  importa¬ 
tion  of  wetbacks.  It  fixes  a  penalty  not 
too  severe  in  amount — either  a  fine  or 
imprisonment,  or  both — for  those  who 
illegally  import  labor,  who  conceal,  or 
who  either  knowingly  hire,  or  if  they 
ignorantly  hire  do  not  try  to  find  out 
whether  or  not  the  importation  of  the 
labor  is  illegal. 

I  hope  very  much  that  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry  will  be  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment  because,  very  frankly,  it  is 
his  idea.  I  withdrew  my  amendment 
lettered  “A,”  which  was  not  as  good  as 
his  amendment.  I  hope  that  he  will  not 
disown  his  own  child  here  on  the  floor  of 
the  Senate  on  the  ground  that  it  has 
been  given  birth  to  prematurely.  So  I 
wait  with  great  pleasure  the  response 
of  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  who,  I  think,  is  going  to 
father  his  own  child. 

I  feel  embarrassed,  Mr.  President,  at 
trying  to  pretend  that  I  am  the  father 
of  this  child,  because  I  am  not.  The 
child  has  been  begotten,  conceived,  and 


brought  forth,  by  the  senior  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  and  I  am  now  sure  that 
he  is  going  to  own  his  child,  and  step 
proudly  forward  to  claim  his  right  of 
legal  paternity.  We  need  penalties  to 
halt  the  employment  of  wetbacks,  and  I 
hope  the  Senator  will  support  this, 
which  is  really  his  own  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  my  distinguished  friend  from  Illi¬ 
nois  for  the  compliment  paid  me.  I  de¬ 
sire  to  say  that  the  bill  to  which  he  re¬ 
ferred,  Senate  bill  1391,  was  introduced 
by  me  on  April  26.  I  believe  that  by  the 
enactment  of  such  a  law  we  will  go  far 
toward  eliminating  the  wetback  problem 
which  is  now  so  vexing  to  our  Govern¬ 
ment  and  to  the  Mexican  Government. 

I  am  not  personally  opposing  the 
amendment.  As  the  distinguished  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  has  stated,  the  amend¬ 
ment  follows  verbatim  the  bill  I  intro¬ 
duced  some  time  ago,  with  the  exception 
of  the  penalty  clause.  The  reason  we  did 
not  incorporate  the  amendment  in  the 
bill  was  because  of  lack  of  jurisdiction  in 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  and  the  fact  that  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  was  considering  in  an 
omnibus  bill  practically  the  same  lan¬ 
guage  which  is  incorporated  in  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment. 

Mr.  President,  I  had  occasion  to  talk 
to  my  good  friend  the  Senator  from 
Nevada  [Mr.  McCarran],  the  chairman 
of  the  Judiciary  Committee;  and  he  gave 
me  assurance  that  his  committee  would 
at  an  early  date  consider  my  bill,  which, 
as  I  have  said,  is  practically  identical  to 
the  pending  amendment.  I  am  very 
hopeful  that  the  Judiciary  Committee 
will  hold  hearings  on  the  bill  and  will 
report  it  separately  from  the  omnibus 
bill. 

I  have  made  a  study  of  the  wetback 
problem;  I  spent  considerable  time  in 
preparing  my  bill  which,  as  I  have  said, 
is  almost  identical  to  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas].  So  far  as  I  am 
concerned,  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
amendment ;  but  I  feel  that  I  should  call 
the  Senate’s  attention  to  the  fact  that 
our  committee  has  made  no  study  of  this 
important  amendment,  and  that  it  is  a 
matter  which  probably  should  be  studied 
by  the  Judiciary  Committee. 

Having  brought  those  points  to  the  at¬ 
tention  of  the  Senate,  I  leave  the  ques¬ 
tion  to  the  Senate  to  decide. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Mon- 
roney  in  the  chair).  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  going  to  support  this  amend¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall,  but  not  on 
behalf  of  the  committee.  As  I  have  said, 
I  wish  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that 
our  committee  held  no  hearings  at  all 
in  regard  to  the  amendment;  and  fur¬ 
ther,  that  I  have  the  assurance  of  the 
Senator  from  Nevada  [Mr.  McCarran] 
that  the  question  will  be  considered  soon 
by  his  committee,  the  Committee,  on  the 
Judiciary.  I  feel  that  I  should  bring 


these  matters  to  the  attention  of  the 
Senate ;  and  then  the  Senators  could  use 
their  own  judgment  and  discretion  in 
deciding  whether  to  vote  for  or  against 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  further? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Last  week,  when  the 
provisions  dealing  with  the  so-called 
wetbacks  were  under  discussion,  I  was 
interested  in  providing  penalties,  as  no 
doubt  the  Senator  will  recall. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  I  recall  that 
very  well. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  then  understood  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  to  say  that  that 
was  not  the  proper  time  to  take  up  that 
question,  but  that  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  should  examine  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  and  I  say  that 
now. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  also  understood  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  to  say  at  that 
time  that  in  his  opinion  the  adoption  of 
such  an  amendment  might  jeopardize 
the  passage  of  the  bill  in  the  House  of 
Representatives,  and  that  therefore  he 
felt  it  should  not  be  offered  now. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  there  is  much  merit  in  penalty  leg¬ 
islation.  However,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  left  me  under  the  impression 
that  the  proper  thing  for  us  to  do  now  is 
to  pass  this  bill  without  such  an  amend¬ 
ment,  and  later  take  up  the  question  of 
penalties,  as  affecting  immigration,  in 
connection  with  a  bill  on  that  subject 
which  will  be  reported  by  the  Judiciary 
Committee. 

I  am  sure  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
will  recall  that  he  said  to  me  that  the 
adoption  of  the  amendment  might 
jeopardize  the  passage  of  the  bill  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Is  not  that 
what  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  said  to 
me? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct.  It 
may  be  true. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  know  wheth¬ 
er  adoption  of  the  amendment  would 
actually  jeopardize  the  passage  of  this 
bill  in  the  House  of  Representatives ;  but 
certainly  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  because 
of  the  assurance  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  that  the  wetback  problem 
should  be  handled  separately,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  a  measure  to  be  reported  by 
the  Judiciary  Committee,  that  the  wet¬ 
back  problem  is  not  now  being  handled 
by  the  Senate  in  connection  with  the 
pending  bill;  and  I  understood  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  to  advise  his  col¬ 
leagues  not  to  include  such  a  provision  in 
the  farm-labor  bill,  but  to  include  it  later 
in  another  measure. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  As  I  have  just 
stated,  Mr.  President,  I  personally  shall 
not  oppose  the  amendment,  because  it  is 
almost  identical  to  a  bill  I  have  intro¬ 
duced. 

I  am  of  the  belief  now,  as  I  was  when 
I  introduced  my  bill  on  April  26,  that 
such  a  provision  will  go  far  toward  solv¬ 
ing  the  wetback  problem.  I  think  there 
is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  to  me 
for  a  question? 
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Ivlr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Will  the  eminent 
Senator  from  Louisiana  inform  me 
whether  I  was  correct  in  my  understand¬ 
ing  that  he  drew  a  distinction  between 
his  opinions  as  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  and 
his  opinions  as  an  individual  Member  of 
the  Senate?  I  understood  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  to  say  that  as  chairman 
of  the  committee  he  does  not  favor  the 
amendment,  but  that  statement  seemed 
to  me  to  indicate  that  possibly  as  an  in¬ 
dividual  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  is 
in  favor  of  applying  penalties  to  some¬ 
thing  which  already  is  illegal. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly  I  do  not 
wish,  as  chairman  of  the  committee,  to 
bind  any  member  of  the  committee  in 
connection  with  his  vote  on  this  amend¬ 
ment;  I  would  not  attempt  to  influence 
any  Senator’s  vote  either  for  or  against 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  feels  as 
he  does  because  this  matter  involves  a 
question  of  jurisdiction  as  between  two 
committees? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  entirely  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  In  other  words,  I 
understand  that  the  position  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  is  that  his  commit¬ 
tee,  the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  does  not  wish  to  act  on  a  mat¬ 
ter  which  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  should  study,  and  that  therefore 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  had  steered  away  from  this  matter 
because,  as  I  understood  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  to  say,  the  Judiciary 
Committee  has  jurisdiction  over  immi¬ 
gration  matters. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  I  wanted  to 
make  that  very  plain  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Let  me  say  that  if 
a  bill  on  this  subject  comes  before  the 
Senate  from  the  Judiciary  Committee,  I 
intend  to  vote  for  it.  I  think  I  would 
just  as  soon  vote  for  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment;  but  if  I  did  so,  I  would  feel  that 
perhaps  I  had  done  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee  an  injustice,  if  I  voted  in  favor 
of  including  in  an  agricultural  bill  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  would  amend  the  Immigra¬ 
tion  Act. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield?  I  wish  to  propound 
a  parliamentary  inquiry? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Certainly. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  will  state  his 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  favors  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment,  should  not  a  Senator  who  opposes 
the  amendment  control  the  time  in  op¬ 
position  to  it,  so  as  then  to  be  able  to 
yield  time  to  other  Senators  who  wish  to 
oppose  it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
in  a  rather  peculiar  position,  because  as 
chairman  of  the  committee  I  cannot  ac¬ 
cept  the  amendment. 


Mr.  WHERRY.  However,  the  ,  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  is  going  to  vote  for 
the  amendment;  is  he  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  because  it  is 
practically  identical  to  my  own  bill. 

Mi’.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  raise 
the  point  of  order  that  all  time  to  be  al¬ 
lowed  the  Senators  opposing  the  amend¬ 
ment  has  been  allotted  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  who  favors  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Of  course,  I  wish  to 
abide  by  the  rules. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  would  like  to  inquire  of  the  senior 
Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender] 
whether  he  is  for  or  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  TPIYE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Wait.  Let  the  Sena¬ 
tor  answer. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  has  12  minutes 
remaining  which,  under  the  order  pre¬ 
viously  entered,  he  controls  in  the  event 
he  does  not  favor  the  amendments. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  opposition  may 
control  the  time  so  far  as  I  am  con¬ 
cerned. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Nebraska  will  have  charge 
of  the  remaining  time. 

Mr.  'WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  does 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  desire  any 
opposition  time? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  do  not 
wish  any  opposition  time.  I  wanted 
to  make  a  comment,  and  to  give  my 
reasons  for  saying  that  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana,  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry, 
could  not  in  good  grace,  and  in  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  Judiciary  Committee, 
accept  this  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator 
but  I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  to 
withhold  his  request  until  I  see  whether 
there  is  any  one  other  Senator  who  de¬ 
sires  opposition  time  on  the  amendment. 
We  have  but  12  minutes  left.  Does  any 
Senator  desire  to  speak  in  opposition  to 
this  amendment? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  obtain  some  of  the  oppo¬ 
sition  time,  myself. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  think 
the  opposition  should  try  to  clarify  the 
point  as  to  whether  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry  acted  favorably 
on  the  proposed  amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  is  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  against  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  THYE.  The  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  is  now  becoming  technical. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  It  is  necessary  for 
me  to  know  that,  before  I  can  yield  any 
time.  If  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
is  for  the  amendment,  why  does  he  not 
ask  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  to  yield  time?  I  would  love  to  ac¬ 
commodate  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  the  mi¬ 
nority  leader  has  wasted  more  time  than 


I  would  have  taken,  had  he  yielded  to 
me. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Under  the  circum¬ 
stances,  I  am  unable  to  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND  rose. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  the  Senator  from 
Florida  in  opposition? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  No. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  suggest  that  the 
Senate  proceed  to  a  vote. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  there  is  no  other 
Senator  who  wishes  to  speak,  I  shall 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
junior  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  5  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Illinois  that  I 
hesitate  somewhat  to  make  the  com¬ 
ment  I  am  about  to  make,  because  I  do 
not  in  any  way  want  to  jeopardize  his 
amendment.  I  intend  to  vote  for  his 
amendment,  but  I  think  it  is  most  ap¬ 
propriate,  while  we  are  considering  his 
amendment,  to  call  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  to  the  fact  that  the  junior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  has  on  the  desk  an 
amendment  identified  as  amendment  C, 
most  of  the  language  of  which  was  also 
taken  from  the  bill  already  introduced 
in  the  Senate  on  April  17  by  the  distin¬ 
guished  Senator  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Ellender],  Senate  bill  1391.  There' is, 
however,  a  difference  which  I  think  is 
rather  important  between  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  and 
that  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  The 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
includes  penalties.  Although  I  am  going 
to  vote  for  his  amendment,  I  recognize 
that  it  involves  some  question  as  to  pos¬ 
sible  jurisdiction  of  the  Judiciary  Com¬ 
mittee.  But  I  see  no  basis  for  any 
question  of  jurisdiction  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee  in  respect  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  junior  Senator  from  Oregon, 
because  all  my  amendment  seeks  to  do 
is  to  provide  that  no  benefits  of  this  act 
shall  accrue  to  any  prospective  employer 
who  is  employing  an  alien  and  who  has 
reasonable  grounds  to  know  that  he  is 
an  alien.  I  read  the  language  of  the 
amendment.  It  proposes  on  page  5,  line 
5,  after  the  word  “employment”  to  in¬ 
sert  the  following:  “Provided,  That  no 
workers  shall  be  made  available  under 
this  title  to,  nor  shall  any  workers  made 
available  under  this  title  be  permitted  to 
remain  in  the  employ  of,  any  employer 
who  has  in  his  employ  any  alien,  when 
such  employer  knows  or  has  reasonable 
grounds  to  believe  or  so  suspect  or  by 
reasonable  inquiry  could  have  ascer¬ 
tained  that  such  alien  is  not  lawfully 
within  the  United  States.” 

There  is  no  penalty  against  an  em¬ 
ployer,  nor  is  he  characterized  as  being 
guilty  of  any  crime.  The  amendment 
provides  simply  an  inhibition  or  an  in¬ 
junction  against  an  employer  so  that  he 
cannot  get  any  employees  under  this 
bill  if  he  has  on  his  payroll  aliens  who 
have  come  into  the  United  States  ille¬ 
gally. 
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Certainly  we  ought  to  pass  a  bill  which 
provides  for  such  administrative  discre¬ 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  administrators. 
We  certainly  have  a  right  to  take  a 
course  of  action  which  will  not  encour¬ 
age  farmers,  if  they  already  have  wet¬ 
backs  in  their  employ,  to  try  to  get  Mexi¬ 
can  labor  in  addition  to  the  wetbacks. 

I  may  say  to  my  good  friend  from 
Louisiana  the  fact  is  that  some  of  us  in 
the  Senate,  particularly  in  view  of  the 
defeat  of  the  amendment  of  my  senior 
colleague  [Mr.  Cordon],  fear  that  what 
we  have  here,  for  the  most  part,  is  a  bill 
which  is  going  to  accrue  principally  to 
the  benefit  of  employers  along  the  tier  of 
States  in  the  southern  area  of  the  United 
States,  and  which,  therefore,  discrimi¬ 
nates  against  those  in  other  sections 
as  my  senior  colleague  pointed  out  in 
his  argument  in  support  of  his  amend¬ 
ment. 

I  think  that  if  we  are  to  be  expected 
to  go  along  with  this  bill,  we  at  least 
ought  to  have  some  assurance  that  the 
bill  contains  some  provision  which  will 
prevent  the  employment  of  migrant  alien 
labor  by  employers  who  are  already  hir¬ 
ing  aliens  who  are  illegally  in  the  United 
States.  I  think  it  is  the  least  we 
could  do. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  may  say  to  my  friend 
from  Illinois,  I  shall  vote  for  his  amend¬ 
ment,  but  if  his  amendment  fails,  I  serve 
notice  now  that  I  shall  oppose  the  entire 
bill,  because  I  simply  cannot  see  any 
basis  of  objection  either  to  his  amend¬ 
ment  or  to  my  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
time  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  has 
expired.  Does  the  Senator  from  Ne¬ 
braska  wish  to  yield  further? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  will  yield  some  time 
to  the  distinguished  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota.  No  one  has  requested  any  op¬ 
position  time.  How  much  time  does  the 
Senator  want? 

Mr.  THYE.  I  think  2  minutes  will  be 
sufficient. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield  3  or  4  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  speaking 
now  as  a  member  pf  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry,  at 
the  time  I  asked  to  be  recognized,  the 
question  I  wanted  to  discuss  and  to  en¬ 
deavor  to  clarify  was  that  none  of  us  in 
the  committee  would  have  objected  to 
this  type  of  provision  in  the  bill,  except 
that  we  recognized  it  was  an  amendment 
to  the  Immigration  Act,  and  therefore  it 
should  rightly  come  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Judiciary  Committee,  and  to 
be  considered  by  it.  It  was  for  that  rea¬ 
son  that,  in  the  consideration  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
of  the  bill,  and  particularly  its  drafting 
of  it,  this  particular  question  was  not  in¬ 
cluded  as  a  part  of  the  bill. 

None  of  us  have  the  feeling  that 
wetbacks  should  be  admitted,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  no  one  should  be  benefited  by  em¬ 
ploying  along  the  border  of  aliens  or  wet¬ 
backs,  as  they  are  called.  So  I  say  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois  that 
while  his  amendment  is  in  proper  form, 
if  we  could  have  the  Judiciary  Commit¬ 
tee  give  us  assurance  that  it  would  not 


demand  that  the  bill  be  rereferred  to 
their  committee  because  of  the  amend¬ 
ment,  the  committee  could  then  take  the 
necessary  time  to  study  this  subject  be¬ 
fore  this  type  of  bill  were  enacted  by  the 
Senate  and  House. 

This  is  the  seventh  day  of  May,  and 
we  should  try  to  clarify  this  question  by 
having  the  bill  passed  as  soon  as  possible 
in  order  that  the  employer  who  seeks  the 
type  of  labor  whom  he  would  be  allowed 
to  employ  under  this  measure  may  be 
given  such  assurance  as  to  enable  him  to 
plan  on  offshore  labor  to  meet  his  labor 
needs  as  he  proceeds  with  the  cultivation 
of  his  crops  and  their  harvesting,  which 
will  come  within  a  very  few  weeks. 

I  may  say  that  as  a  member  cf  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Agriculture  and 
Forestry,  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
amendment,  but  I  think  the  amendment 
is  offered  to  the  wrong  bill.  I  think  it 
ought  to  be  proposed  as  an  amendment 
to  the  Immigration  Act,  rather  than  as 
an  amendment  to  the  agriculture  bill. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  rose. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  if  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  will  yield  to  me 
time  for  the  purpose  of  yielding,  I  shall 
be  glad  to  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
yield  additional  time;  but  I  wanted  to 
ask  a  question.  Is  the  penalty  provided 
for  in  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  the  same  penalty 
suggested  by  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  it  is  not.  The 
bill  which  I  introduced  makes  the  pen¬ 
alty  fine  and  imprisonment.  -  The 
amendment  makes  it  fine  or  imprison¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Then  the  Senator’s 
penalty  is  a  stiffer  penalty? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  yield 
another  2  minutes,  or  more  if  necessary, 
to  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico.. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
wondering  how  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  would  feel  if  we  should  adopt  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  and  add  to  it  the 
penalty  provisions  suggested  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas].  It 
would  go  to  line  17  on  page  2  and  pro¬ 
vide  that  “any  employer  who  shall  fail 
to  report  such  information,”  and  so 
forth,  the  language  to  be  added  as  addi¬ 
tional  language  to  the  Moorse  amend¬ 
ment.  I  believe  the  conferees  could  then 
work  it  out. 

Recognizing  that  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry  wants  to  work  it  out, 
I  think  the  Senate  might  safely  leave  it 
in  that  situation.  I  do  not  know  how  to 
work  it  out  between  groups,  but  if  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  should  feel  tempted 
to  offer  his  amendment  and  add  to  it 
the  penalty  provisions  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Hlinois,  a 
great  many  of  us  might  vote  for  it  as  a 
substitute  who  otherwise  would  vote  for 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  and  thus  find  ourselves  in 
a  jurisdictional  problem  which  we  do  not 
desire  to  have  to  solve. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  yield  all 
the  time  I  have  remaining  to  the  distin¬ 
guished  majority  leader. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  have  I  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  has  2  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield  a  minute  to 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Florida 
[Mr.  Holland],  and  then  I  shall  yield  a 
minute  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
in  total  agreement  with  the  desire  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois.  I  feel,  however, 
that  his  amendment  is  too  far-reaching 
in  that  it  would  affect  the  whole  field  of 
immigration,  and  it  has  not  been  studied 
by  the  appropriate  committee.  I  am 
endeavoring,  therefore,  with  the  collabo¬ 
ration  and  understanding  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  who  is  very  helpful  as  we 
work  toward  our  objective,  to  modify  his 
proposed  amendment  so  as  to  confine  it 
to  alien  persons  coming  in  under  the  law 
and  persons  employing  or  harboring  such 
alien  persons.  I  believe  that  with  very 
few  changes  in  wording  this  modification 
can  be  effected,  and,  unless  there  be  ob¬ 
jection,  we  shall  continue  in  our  effort. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  what¬ 
ever  time  is  remaining  I  yield  to  the 
Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
rather  embarrassed  to  make  a  sugges¬ 
tion  that  would  interfere  with  the  floor 
strategy  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois. 
I  was  going  to  let  his  amendment  come 
to  a  vote,  and  then  I  was  going  to  offer 
my  amendment.  As  I  look  at  the  situa¬ 
tion,  I  think  we  could  get  an  amendment 
which  would  deal  with  any  employer  who 
is  guilty  of  knowingly  hiring  wetbacks, 
without  getting  into  the  field  of  penalties 
at  all.  We  would  simply  stop  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  as  to  him,  leaving  to  the 
Judiciary  Committee,  from  a  study  of  the 
criminal  laws,  whatever  penalty  they 
may  wish  to  impose.  That  is  my  present 
thinking.  I  shall  await  action  on  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
and  I  shall  vote  for  it.  If  it  is  not  agreed 
to,  I  shall  offer  my  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  with 
the  very  valuable  help  of  the  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  we  may  have  a  solution 
of  this  difficulty,  first,  to  confine  to  the 
agricultural-labor  bill  the  amendment 
which  I  have  proposed,  and  not  have  it 
extend  to  the  general  immigration  laws; 
and,  second,  by  some  changes  in  wording 
which  we  have  written  out  and  which  are 
not  yet  in  perfect  form.  It  is  not  in¬ 
tended  to  be  any  invasion  of  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Judiciary  Committee,  but 
merely  an  intent  to  implement  the  farm- 
labor  bill  itself.  I  have  taken  the  word¬ 
ing  of  the  Senator  from  Florida,  which 
is  satisfactory.  If  the  clerk  can  read 
these  amendments  I  shall  send  them  to 
the  desk. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  am  wondering  if 
it  would  be  within  the  terms  of  the 
unanimous-consent  agreement  if  further 
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unanimous  consent  were  asked  to  pass 
over  this  amendment  for  10  or  15  min¬ 
utes  so  that  it  might  be  considered  later 
and  in  the  meantime  we  could  proceed 
with  something  else. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Unani¬ 
mous-consent  requests  are  always  in 
order. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Then  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  amendment  be 
laid  aside  for  15  minutes  so  that  the  Sen¬ 
ators  interested  in  the  amendment  may 
get  it  into  the  best  possible  form. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Reserving  the  right 
to  object— and  I  shall  not  object — how 
much  time  remains? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  There 
are  7  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  did  not  mean  to 
disturb  the  time  arrangement  in  any 
way. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  the  request  is 
agreed  to  we  would  still  have  at  least 
5  minutes’  time  left? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  might  want  to  grant 
at  least  5  minutes  time  to  any  opponents. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  In  order 
to  yield  5  minutes  additional  time  of 
what  is  remaining,  additional  request 
must  be  made. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  do  not  know  that 
any  Senator  will  want  the  time.  I  do  not 
know  that  any  Senator  wants  to  oppose 
the  suggested  amendment.  I  think  that 
perhaps  there  will  not  be.  I  only  ask 
that  the  request  be  so  modified. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  so  modify  my  request,  that  at  the  end 
of  the  period,  when  we  again  take  up 
the  question,  the  distinguished  majority 
leader  may  have  5  minutes  and  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  may  have  5  minutes? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
the  time  we  have  for  the  purpose  of  re¬ 
fining  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Illinois  the  Senate  might  be  able  to 
take  up  my  amendment,  being  amend¬ 
ment  lettered  A,  dated  April  26,  1951. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  It  is  proposed,  on 
page  3,  line  23,  to  strike  out  the  word 
“and”; 

On  page  4,  line  9,  to  strike  out  the 
period  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  semi¬ 
colon  and  the  word  “and”; 

On  page  4,  between  lines  9  and  10,  to 
insert  the  following; 

(4)  to  permit  reasonable  entry  and  inspec¬ 
tion  of  tbe  places  of  employment  of  such 
workers  by  officers  of  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  for  the  purpose  of 
enabling  such  officers  to  ascertain  whether 
any  of  the  workers  employed  by  such  em¬ 
ployer  are  illegally  in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  di¬ 
recting  my  remarks  to  the  purpose  and 
the  intention  of  this  amendment,  which 
is  within  the  context,  the  philosophy, 
and  the  purpose  of  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois,  and  also  of  the 
proposed  or  suggested  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  these 
three  amendments — the  Douglas  amend¬ 


ment,  the  Morse  amendment,  and  the 
one  which  I  am  offering'  are  all  directed 
toward  tightening  the  law  with  respect 
to  wetbacks.  These  amendments  are 
stated  in  the  sequence  of  their  effective¬ 
ness,  namely,  the  Douglas  amendment, 
with  its  more  stringent  provisions,  is 
what  I  believe  to  be  the  heart  and  core 
of  the  corrective  legislation.  The  Morse 
amendment  is  within  the  confines  of  the 
employment  and  recruitment  service  of 
agricultural  labor  and  would  furnish  re¬ 
medial  action  where  there  has  been  any 
employment  of  laborers  who  have  ille¬ 
gally  entered  or  who  illegally  remain  in 
the  United  States. 

My  amendment  is  designed  simply  to 
permit  the  officers  of  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  to  be  able  to 
go  into  the  places  of  employment  where 
wetbacks  may  possibly  be  employed.  In 
other  words,  the  amendment  would  per¬ 
mit  officers  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  who  are  charged  under  the  immi¬ 
gration  laws  with  the  enforcement  of 
those  laws  not  only  to  investigate  at  the 
recruitment  centers,  at  the  placement 
centers,  but  to  go  into  a  large  field  of 
operation  and  to  make  any  necessary 
checks  in  the  employment  areas.  I  be¬ 
lieve,  Mr.  President,  it  would  be  helpful. 

I  am  not  saying  that  it  is  the  answer 
to  the  wetback  problem.  I  think  it  is 
only  fair  to  say  that  there  has  been  some 
cooperation  from  those  of  us  who  desire 
to  tighten  up  the  bill,  which  represents 
the  heart  .and  core  of  the  migratory 
problem  as  it  affects  Mexican  workers. 
This  is  the  most  difficult  aspect  of  the 
proposed  legislation.  So  I  make  my  po¬ 
sition  clear.  I  shall  vote  for  the  Douglas 
amendment.  If  the  Douglas  amendment 
shall  be  defeated,  I  shall  vote  for  the 
Morse  amendment.  My  reason  is  that 
both  amendments  are  directed  to  the 
particular  objective  of  controlling  wet¬ 
backs. 

I  also  ask  my  colleagues  to  support 
my  amendment,  because  it  is  a  funda¬ 
mental  part  of  the  administrative  en¬ 
forcement  of  existing  legislation  as  it 
pertains  to  the  control  of  wetbacks. 

Nothing  more  need  be  said  about  the 
subject  except  that  the  problem  has  been 
given  the  attention  of  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Migratory  Labor.  In 
that  connection  I  read  the  first  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  Commission,  as  set 
forth  at  page  88  of  the  report: 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  be  strengthened  by  (a)  clear  statu¬ 
tory  authority  to  enter  places  of  employment 
to  determine  if  illegal  aliens  are  employed. 

Mr.  President,  the  purpose  of  my 
amendment  is  to  augment  and  to  put 
into  effect  the  first  recommendation  in 
chapter  IV  of  the  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Migratory  Labor.  The  Douglas 
amendment  follows  through  on  the  sec¬ 
ond  recommendation. 

I  do  not  know  the  attitude  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  about  the 
amendment.  May  I  inquire,  at  this  time, 
how  he  feels  about  it? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  be  opposed 
to  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  in 
that  case  I  shall  save  some  of  my  time  to 
use  after  the  chairman  of  the  committee 


has  made  his  persuasive  argument.  I 
yield  the  floor  at  this  time,  hoping  to 
get  the  response  of  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

THE  PRESIDENT’S  BIRTHDAY 
ANNIVERSARY 

Mr.  BENTON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  5  or  6  minutes  to  me? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  May  I  inquire  of 
the  Chair  how  much  time  I  have  re¬ 
maining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  has  15  minutes  re¬ 
maining. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  up  to  8  minutes  to  the  Senator  from 
Connecticut. 

Mr.  BENTON.  Mr.  President,  tomor¬ 
row,  May  8,  will  be  President  Truman’s 
birthday.  It  is  also,  by  coincidence,  the 
sixth  anniversary  of  the  President’s 
proclamation — less  than  a  month  after 
he  had  assumed  his  present  high  office — 
announcing  the  unconditional  'surrender 
of  Germany. 

During  the  6  years  since  Germany  sur¬ 
rendered,  the  President  of  the  United 
States  has  had  to  make  many  fateful 
decisions.  These  have  ihcluded  the 
decision  to  use  the  atomic'  bomb,  which 
was  a  decision  aimed  at  shortening  the 
war  against  Japan;  and  khe  proclama¬ 
tion  of  the  Truman  doctrine,  which,  with 
the  support  it  received  in  Congress, 
served  to  protect  the  independence  of 
Greece  and  Turkey  agd  to  help  check 
the  sweep  of  communism  to  the  Mediter¬ 
ranean.  I 

The  President  has  .proposed  and  cou¬ 
rageously  fought  fop  such  far-sighted 
measures  as  the  Marshall  plan  and  the 
Atlantic  Pact,  which  have  received  the 
overwhelming  support  of  the  people  of 
the  country.  Had  it  not  been  for  his 
vision,  courage,  and  leadership  in  ini¬ 
tiating  such  necessary  steps,  we  could 
now  be  isolated  in  a  Communist-domi¬ 
nated  world,  if  not,  indeed,  engaged  in 
a  war — yes,  Mr.  President — with  the  odds 
against  us. 

During  the  6  years,  because  he  has 
had  the  courage  to  fight  for  what  he  be¬ 
lieves  to  be  right,  President  Truman  has 
been  subjected  to  almost  unparalleled 
abuse,  both  political  and  personal.  Two 
abusive  pieces  have  appeared  in  maga¬ 
zines  of  national  circulation  within  the 
past  few  weeks.  I  am  glad  today  to 
invite  the  attention  of  Senators  to  a 
magazine  article  of  a  different  sort.  It 
is  the  story  of  Harry  Truman  and  his 
father,  which  was  told  for  the  first  time 
in  the  March  issue  of  Parents’  magazine. 
The  article  was  written  by  Bela  Kor- 
nitzer,  author,  historian,  and  former 
member  of  the  Hungarian  cabinet,  who 
escaped  from  his  country  when  the  Nazis 
invaded  it,  and  is  now  living  in  the 
United  States. 

President  Truman  granted  Mr.  Kor- 
nitzer  an  interview  about  his  father,  and 
members  of  the  President’s  family  also 
cooperated  in  providing  material.  The 
Pijfesident  later  corrected  the  manu¬ 
script  in  his  own  hand,  and  a  copy  of 
the  manuscript,  with  his  revisions,  has 
been  presented  to  the  Library  of  Con¬ 
gress. 
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feet  deep.  John  had  the  foresight  to  develop 
lt\ 

‘‘I  recall  the  very  first  day  John  came  to 
see  me  to  talk  about  an  automatic  railroad 
switch  he  had  invented.  At  that  time  all 
railroad  switches  were  thrown  by  hand. 
John  wanted  advice.  The  Missouri  Pa- 
cifiic  had  ofiered  him  $2,000  a  year  in  royal¬ 
ties  for  it.  That  was  on  the  basis  of  $1  a 
switch,  and  thby  wanted  2,000  of  them. 

“The  Chicago  &  Alton  line,  in  competi¬ 
tion,  offered  him  $\500.  This  was  John’s  big 
deal,  though,  and  hb.set  a  price — $2  a  switch, 
on  the  basis  of  2,500.  a  year.  That  meant 
$5,000  a  year.  But  the,  best  offer  he  could 
get  was  still  for  only  half  of  that. 

“In  the  long  run  bothNines  rejected  his 
price.  Later  the  Missouri ''■pacific  used  an 
Improved  version  of  the  invention  and  John, 
under  the  patent  law,  was  unable  to  estab¬ 
lish  further  claim  to  it.” 

Olney  Burrus,  an  old  man,  shook  his  head. 
“I  suppose  there’s  a  moral  for  youV  Maybe 
you’d  say  that  if  Harry  S.  Truman  a,  stub¬ 
born,  he  gets  it  from  his  father.” 

Henry  Rummell,  the  harness  ma^er, 
touched  me  on  the  arm. 

“Something  you  ought  to  know,”  he  said 
"I’m  a  Republican.  Been  one  all  my  life. 
And  I’m  the  only  man  who  ever  defeated 
Harry  Truman  at  the  polls.  Back  in  1924. 
He  was  running  for  reelection  as  county 
judge,  and  I  licked  him.  But  Harry  wasn’t 
put  out.  Next  day  in  front  of  the  courthouse, 
he  came  up  to  me,  shook  hands,  and  said, 
‘Henry,  no  hard  feelings.  It  was  a  fair 
fight.’  ” 

Mayor  Serman  said,  “When  I  was  7  years 
old,  I  had  measles,  and  I  was  quarantined. 
But  John  Truman,  I  remember,  dropped  in, 
paying  no  attention  to  the  yellow  sign,  and 
brought  me  some  candy  to  cheer  me  up.  I 
was  in  bed  in  a  dark  room  with  the  blinds 
drawn,  and  he  said  to  me  jokingly,  ‘You’re 
going  to  get  better,  Roger,  and  you’re  going 
to  grow  up  and  be  mayor  some  day.’  ” 

In  Washington,  at  the  White  House,  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman  was  reminiscing.  “Yes,”  he 
said,  “it  was  all  interesting — these  stories 
about  his  father.”  Some  he  had  not  heard 
himself.  For  example,  the  yarn  about  John 
Truman’s  invention  of  a  railroad  switch.  He 
never  had  known  about  that.  But,  in  the 
main,  it  was  true  that  his  father  was  essen¬ 
tially  a  man  of  the  soil,  who  believed  in  the 
virtues  and  decencies  of  life,  and  delighted  in 
the  love  of  his  family.  He  could  still  remem¬ 
ber  his  father’s  voice,  raised  clear  and  strong, 
in  Chistmas  carols.  Then  there  was  the  time 
his  father  gave  him  a  Shetland  pony — a 
beautiful  animal — and  he  had  gotten  on  it, 
and  no  sooner  was  he  on  it,  than  the  pony 
reared  and  he  was  thrown.  His  father  was 
really  disappointed  in  him  then.  John  Tfu- 
man  had  been  an  excellent  horseman.  He 
rode  a  horse  as  though  he  were  a  part  of  it. 

Mr.  Truman  rose,  walked  slowly  to  the  side 
of  his  desk  and  stood  there,  knuckles  pressed 
against  the  desk  top,  and  went  on  to  say 
that  those  were  really  hard  days.  He  remem¬ 
bered  sitting  in  a  saddle  all  night,  riding 
alongside  his  father  as  they  took  a  herd  of 
cattle  from  Independence  to  the  Kansas  City 
stockyards  for  shipment^  His  father  worked 
hard.  What  was  it  they  had  said  of  him  in 
that  old  history  of  .Jackson  County,  Mo.? 
“John  A.  Truman  resides  with  his  father  and 
manages  the  farm/  he  is  an  industrious  and 
energetic  young, .man  and  one  who  bids  fair 
to  make  a  success  in  life.”  Industrious- and 
energetic.  Ttfat  was  true.  His  father  was 
diligent,  he/&orked  hard,  he  had  his  ups  and 
downs.  And,  with  it  all,  I  could  see  the 
President' was  deeply  moved  as  he  added  that 
his  father  was  the  happiest  man  he  ever 
knev 

r.  BENTON.  Mr.  President,  in  my 
Jackson  Day  dinner  speech  at  New 


Haven  I  said  that  historians  would  do 
justice  to  President  Truman  even  if 
present-day  newspapers  do  not.  In  my 
18  months  in  the  Senate  I  am  proud  to 
attest  to  the  high  courage  and  intel¬ 
lectual  quality  of  his  major  decisions  and 
policies.  He  had  the  courage  to  fight  for 
the  big  steps  forward  in  the  field  of  our 
foreign  policy,  ’just  as  he  now  has  the 
courage  to  recall  General  MacArthur. 
I  remember  several  so-called  tough 
votes  which  I  cast  in  support  of  his  pol¬ 
icies  in  the  space  of  a  few  weeks  last 
summer,  when  I  was  a  candidate  for 
office. 

President  Truman  had  the  courage  to 
stand  up  and  veto  a  bill  giving  free  and 
perpetual  medical  service  to  Spanish- 
American  War  veterans,  and  only  three 
of  us  in  the  Senate  supported  him.  He 
stood  firm  against  the  Spanish  loan,  as 
originally  presented.  He  resisted  the 
pressures  of  postal  clerks,  when  they 
sought  special  privileges  and  bonuses 
not  granted  to  other  veteran  postal  and 
Federal  workers. 

The  decision  in  these  cases,  which  were 
ii^t  supported  by  too  many  Members 
thesSenate  who  were  candidates  for  o: 
last  November,  typify  the  P] 
courage  and  character.  Of  '  .efl,  we 
in  the '  Senate  should  apj  <e  and 
value  the1  .Qualities  which  w  a  elec¬ 
tion  to  the  United  States  S  to  the 
Vice  Presidency,  and,  fin  to  the 

Presidency.  lam  proud  ini  ill  way 

to  do  him  honor.on  the  e/e  sixty 

seventh  birthday!' 

CONDUCT  OF  HEARINl 

SERVICES  AND 

COMMITTEES 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  will  my 
colleague  [MryELLENDER]  yield  to  me  for 
a  moment?  ' 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  a  few  minutes  left.  I  am  delighted 
to  yield  to  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  is  recognized. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  How  much  time 
does  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  wish? 

Mr.  LONG.  One  minute. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield  2  minutes 
to  the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  LONG.  Mr.  President,  as  one  of 
the  members  of  the  Senate  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  who  have  supported 
the  chairman,  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  in 
insisting  that  the  hearings  on  the  Mac¬ 
Arthur  affair  be  in  closed  session,  releas¬ 
ing  all  possible  information  to  the  public, 
I  was  pleased  to  see  that  several  of  the 
newspapers  have  realized  the  import¬ 
ance  of  keeping  the  vital  secrets  of  the 
Nation  from  falling  into  the  hands  of 
the  enemy. 

Again  today,  with  the  testimony  of 
General  Marshall,  we  saw  the  most  com¬ 
pelling  reasons  why  the  hearings  must  be 
behind  closed  doors.  I  will  say  for  our 
chairman  that  he  has  made  every  effort 
to  see  that  every  bit  of  information  that 
could  safely  be  released  to  the  American 
people  was  released,  so  that  they  miglit 
have  as  much  understanding  as  possible 
of  this  issue. 


BEFORE  ARMED 
EIGN  RELATIONS 

v 


I  was  pleased  to  see  in  the  Washington 
Post  of  today  a  very  admirable  editorial 
giving  what  I  believe  to  be  due  credi^ao 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  for  the 
manner  in  which  he  has  conducted  the 
hearings  up  to  this  time.  I  asfc  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  editorial  be 
printed  in  the  body  of  the  Re/ord  at  this 
point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection? 

Mr.  HILL.  Mr.  Pr/sident,  reserving 
the  right  to  object— And  I  shall  not  ob¬ 
ject — the  Senator yTrom  Louisiana  has 
fully  expressed  nfy  sentiments  on  this 
question.  It  scvhappens  that  earlier  in 
the  day  I  placed  in  the  Record  the  edi¬ 
torial  to  which  he  refers. 

Mr.  LONG.  That  being  the  case,  I 
shall  not  ask  that  it  be  printed  in  the 
Record.  I  withdraw  my  request. 

Mr.  HILL.  Of  course,  the  remarks  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  will  appear 
in/the  Record. 

Mr.  LONG.  Yes. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Snader,  its  assistant 
reading  clerk,  announced  that  the  House 
had  agreed  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  136)  allowing 
the  consumer  of  gasoline  to  deduct,  for 
income-tax  purposes,  State  taxes  on 
gasoline  imposed  on  the  wholesaler  and 
passed  on  to  the  consumer. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Vice  President : 

H.  R.  321.  An  act  to  provide  that  on  and 
after  January  1,  1952,  dividends  on  national 
service  life  insurance  shall  he  applied  in  pay¬ 
ment  of  premiums  unless  the  insured  has 
requested  payment  of  dividends  in  cash; 

H.  R.  576.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Fred  E. 
Weber; 

H.  R.  591.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  B.  J. 
Scheuerman,  Daniel  Fuller,  W.  Hardesty,  and 
John  M.  Ward; 

H.  R.  594.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Japhet  K. 
Anvil  and  Howard  A.  Monroe; 

H.  R.  622.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Oksana  Stepanovna  Kasenkina; 

H.  R.  632.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Janina 
Wojeicka,  Wojciech  Andrzej  Wojcicki,  and 
Stani3law  Wojcicki; 

H.  R.  664.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Coral  E.  Alldritt; 

H.  R.  667.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Hildegard 
Dettling  and  Judith  Ingeborg  Dettling; 

H.  R.  714.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  James 
A.  G.  Mart  indale; 

H.  R.  781.  An  akt  for  the  relief  of  Frederick 
Edmond  Tomkins,'  Mary  Ann  Tomkins,  and 
Edward  Marshall  Tomkins; 

H.  R.  789.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John 
Yan  Chi  Gee; 

H.  R.  859.  An  act  for  admission  to  the 
United  States  of  Mrs.  Margpt  Kazerski; 

H.  R.  887.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  First 
Lieutenant  Walter  S.  Moe,  Jr.; 

H.  R.  889.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lena 
Valsamis  and  Lucy  Balosa  Valsamis; 

H.  R.  890.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Athina 
Mary  Onassis; 

H.  R.  891.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mary 
Valsamis  Dendramis  and  Vassili  G.  Dendra- 
mis; 

H.  R.  898.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gunter 
Arno  Thelemann; 
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H.  R.  1101.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs.' 
Sadako  Kawamura  Lawton; 

H.R.  1111.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Taro 
Takara; 

H.  R.  1121.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Chin 
Yok  Kong; 

H.  R.  1117.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Kimiko 
Shibuya; 

H.R.  1141.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Saint 
Patrick  Hospital  and  The  Western  Montana 
Clinic; 

H.  R.  1150.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mario 
Pucci,  Giacomo  Favetti,  Giuseppe  Omati, 
Vincenzo  Andreani,  Lambruno  Sarzanini,  and 
Alessandro  Costa; 

H.  R.  1164.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Pietro 
Giannettino; 

H.  R.  1263.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Chia 
Len  Liu; 

H.  R.  1264.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jacque¬ 
lyn  Shelton; 

H.  R.  1421.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr. 
Fernand  Van  Den  Branden; 

H.  R.  1422.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Carl 
Parks; 

H.  R.  1438.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mrs. 
Ingeborg  Ruth  Sattler  McLaughlin; 

H.  R.  1451.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Charles 
R.  Keicher; 

H.  R.  1475.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Elena 
Erbez; 

H.  R.  1798.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  the 
estate  of  Yoshio  Fukunaga,  deceased; 

H.  R.  2068.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sook 
Kat; 

H.  R.  2175.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Addie 
Dean  Garner  Scott; 

H.  R.  2304.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Bern¬ 
ard  F.  Elmers; 

H.  R.  2357.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lucia 
Adamos; 

H.  R.  2450.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Concetta 
Santagati  Giordano; 

H.  R.  2654.  An  act  to  amend  section  10  of 
Public  Law  378,  Eighty-first  Congress; 

H.  R.  2714.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mar- 
celle  Lecomte; 

H.  R.  3196.  An  act  to  amend  section  153  (b) 
of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code; 

H.  R.  3291.  An  act  to  amend  subdivision  a 
of  section  34  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  as 
amended;  and 

H.  R.  3292.  An  act  to  amend  subdivision  a 
of  section  55  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  as 
amended. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  announces  that  the  15  minutes  al¬ 
lowed  by  unanimous  consent  to  give  the 
Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas]  and 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  An¬ 
derson]  an  opportunity  to  reframe  their 
amendment  have  now  elapsed.  Pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  unanimous-consent  agree¬ 
ment,  the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Douglas]  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Yes,  indeed. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Do  I  correctly  un¬ 
derstand  that  the  Senator  from  Illinois 
is  retaining  the  language  “by  reasonable 
inquiry”?  If  so,  I  wish  to  ask  him  to 
interpret  that  language.  We  do  not  have 
wetbacks  in  Maine,  but  a  great  many  cf 
our  friends  come  over  from  Canada. 
They  work  both  in  the  potato  fields  and 
in  the  woods.  What  is  the  meaning  of 
“reasonable  inquiry”? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  a  judge,  or  the  son  of  a  judge,  or 


the  grandson  of  a  judge.  These  mat¬ 
ters  would  be  left  primarily  to  judicial 
Interpretation.  The  language  would 
mean,  however,  that  an  employer  would 
be  expected  to  check  up  on  the  legality  of 
entry  of  the  aliens  whom  he  employed, 
and  should  not  accept  them  sight  unseen 
without  making  some  effort  to  determine 
whether  or  not  their  papers  are  in  order. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  How  is  he  to  know 
that  a  certain  employee  is  not  a  native? 
Would  a  birth  certificate  be  required?  I 
suppose  conditions  are  different  in  the 
South,  but  up  in  Maine  a  great  many  of 
us  speak  the  same  language.  What  is 
the  employer  supposed  to  do? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  would  be  expected 
to  issue  cards  to  those  who  are  legal  en¬ 
trants,  and  the  employer  could  at  least 
ask  to  see  a  man’s  card.  If  he  did  not 
ask  to  see  the  man’s  card,  this  would  be 
one  circumstance  in  which  he  would  fail 
to  make  “reasonable  inquiry.” 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  If  he  is  a  native,  of 
course,  he  will  not  have  a  card. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  When  a  native  of 
Maine  goes  to  Illinois,  he  has  no  card  to 
show  that  he  is  a  native  of  Maine. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  There  is  supposed  to 
be  freedom  of  migration  within  the 
country — and  fortunately  there  is. 

This  provision,  of  course,  applies  only 
to  aliens.  It  is  not  intended  to  establish 
a  registration  system  for  persons  who 
are  citizens  of  the  United  States.  How¬ 
ever,  those  who  are  legal  entrants  are 
supposed  to  carry  with  them  some  docu¬ 
ment  to  indicate  that  they  are  legal  en¬ 
trants.  It  would  be  proper  to  ask  a  man 
whether  or  not  he  was  an  immigrant. 
If  so,  he  could  be  asked  to  show  his  card. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  If  he  says  that  he 
is  not  an  immigrant,  what 'is  the  em¬ 
ployer  supposed  to  do?  Is  he  supposed 
to  investigate  his  birth  certificate? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  There  is  certainly  no 
obligation  to  investigate  his  birth  cer¬ 
tificate  or  to  ascertain  whether  he  has 
paid  a  poll  tax  or  property  tax  or 
whether  he  is  upon  any  voting  roll  or 
not.  There  is  certainly  no  such  obliga¬ 
tion.  But  if  all  the  circumstances  of 
appearance  and  language  and  lack  of 
identification  card  and  failure  to  furnish 
any  evidence  of  residence  give  rise  to  a 
question  as  to  legality  of  entry,  the  em¬ 
ployer  should  make  some  further  in¬ 
quiry. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  modify 
my  amendment  by  striking  out  lines  1 
and  2  on  page  1;  by  striking  out  the 
figure  “8”,  in  line  3 ;  beginning  in  line  3, 
after  the  word  “person”,  striking  out  all 
down  to  and  including  line  2  on  page  2, 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  in  line  3, 
page  1,  after  the  word  “person”,  the 
words  “who  shall  employ”;  on  page  2, 
line  3,  after  the  word  “any”,  by  insert¬ 
ing  the  word  “Mexican” ;  by  striking  the 
words  “including  an  alien  crewman”,  in 
line  3,  on  page  2;  in  line  7,  on  page  2, 
after  the  word  “aliens”,  by  striking  out 
“or  any  person  who  shall  employ  any 
alien”;  and  on  page  2,  line  11,  after  the 
word  “employed”,  by  inserting  the  word 
“such.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  may 
the  clerk  read  the  amendment  as  pro¬ 


posed  to  be  modified  by  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Illinois? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment,  as  modified  by  the  Senator 
from  Illinois,  will  be  read. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  At  the  ap¬ 
propriate  place  in  the  bill  it  is  proposed 
to  insert  the  following; 

Sec.  — .  Any  person  who  shall  employ  any 
Mexican  alien,  not  duly  admitted  by  an  im¬ 
migration  officer  or  not  lawfully  entitled  to 
enter  or  to  reside  within  the  United  States 
under  the  terms  of  this  Act  or  any  other  law 
relating  to  the  immigration  or  expulsion  of 
aliens,  when  such  person  knows  or  has  rea¬ 
sonable  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or  by 
reasonable  Inquiry  could  have  ascertained 
that  such  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the 
United  States,  or  any  person  who,  having 
employed  such  an  alien  without  knowing  or 
having  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  sus¬ 
pect  that  such  alien  is  unlawfully  within  the 
United  States  and  who  could  not  have  obtain¬ 
ed  such  information  by  reasonable  inquiry  at 
the  time  of  giving  such  employment,  shall 
obtain  information  during  the  course  of  such 
employment  indicating  that  such  alien  is  not 
lawfully  within  the  United  States  and  shall 
fail  to  report  such  information  promptly  to 
an  immigration  officer,  shall  be  guilty  of  a 
felony,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  shall  be 
punished  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $2,000,  or 
by  imprisonment  for  a  term  not  exceeding  1 
year,  or  both,  for  each  alien  in  respect  to 
whom  any  violation  of  this  section  occurs. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  modified  amend¬ 
ment,  in  line  3  on  page  2,  contains  the 
language  “any  Mexican  alien.”  There¬ 
fore  the  problem  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Maine  [Mr.  Brewster] 
would  be  taken  care  of,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  That  is  correct.  We 
believe  that  this  provision  is  good  enough 
to  apply  to  any  alien;  but  we  are  restrict¬ 
ing  its  application  solely  to  Mexican  nat¬ 
ionals. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  am  very  glad  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Florida. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Am  I  correct  in  my 
understanding  that  all  that  portion  of 
the  original  amendment  proposed  by  the 
distinguished  Senator  which  would  have 
extended  to  other  fields  of  immigration 
and  immigrants  than  Mexican  nationals 
coming  into  the  United  States  for  agri¬ 
cultural  labor  purposes  has  been  stricken 
from  the  amendment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  And  it  is  the  purpose 
of  the  Senator,  in  his  modified  amend¬ 
ment,  to  restrict  the  modified  amend¬ 
ment  wholly  to  the  field  covered  by  the 
pending  measure? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  However,  the  penalty 
is  retained  in  exactly  the  same  words  and 
to  exactly  the  same  degree  of  punish¬ 
ment  as  was  stated  in  his  original 
amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  with 
that  understanding  I  wish  to  say  that  I 
hope  very  strongly  that  the  Senate  will 
adopt  the  amendment,  as  modified. 
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•  Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  I  think  the  Senator 
has  solved  the  problem  so  far  as  we  who 
live  on  the  Canadian  border  are  con¬ 
cerned.  However,  this  suggestion  is  a 
little  reminiscent  of  our  former  legisla¬ 
tion  excluding  aliens  of  certain  nation¬ 
alities.  Has  the  Senator  given  consid¬ 
eration  to  that  question? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  that  I  should  like  to 
have  these  provisions  apply  to  all  illegal 
entrants  of  whatever  nationality,  but 
when  that  was  proposed  it  was  said  it 
would  interfere  with  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary  which 
was  framing  a  general  revision  of  the  im¬ 
migration  law.  Therefore  we  have  con¬ 
fined  the  application  of  this  amendment 
to  employment  of  that  type  of  labor  cov¬ 
ered  in  the  agricultural  labor  measure 
now  before  us.  In  other  words,  it  is  an 
attempt  to  confine  the  penalty  to  viola¬ 
tions  with  respect  to  the  type  of  labor 
covered  in  the  measure  before  us,  and 
not  to  broaden  it  out  to  amend  the  gen¬ 
eral  immigration  law. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  time 
of  the  Senator  from  Illinois  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I -be¬ 
lieve  I  have  5  minutes  remaining.  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Maine  so  he  may  ask  questions. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  Maine  is  recognized  for  2 
minutes. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Mr.  President, 
would  the  Senator  from  Illinois  address 
himself  to  the  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  this  in  any  way  suggests  a  parallel 
to  our  exclusion  act  with  respect  to  Asi¬ 
atics,  which  has  aroused  so  much  con¬ 
troversy  because  of  discrimination 
against  certain  groups.  To  what  extent 
is  it  likely  to  give  affront? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  may  say  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Maine  that  the  measure  before 
us  provides  for  no  exclusion  whatsoever 
of  Mexican  labor.  It  sets  up  procedures 
for  bringing  in  Mexican  labor  under  a 
treaty  with  Mexico,  and  then  it  states 
that  if  these  procedures  are  not  followed, 
and  if  Mexicans  are  brought  into  the 
United  States  illegally,  certain  penalties 
shall  be  inflicted  upon  those  who  know¬ 
ingly,  or  with  reasonable  grounds  to  be¬ 
lieve  them  illegal  entrants,  employ  this 
Mexican  labor,  or  who  do  not  endeavor 
reasonably  to  inform  themselves  as  to 
the  legality  of  the  entry  of  these  workers. 

Mr.  BREWSTER.  Does  not  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  believe  the  Mexicans 
would  feel  that  their  aliens  are  being 
discriminated  against  in  that  aliens 
coming  into  this  country  illegally  from 
other  countries  are  free  from  the  penal¬ 
ties  provided  in  this  amendment? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  do  not  think  so.  I 
’think  that  would  be  straining  at  a  gnat. 
The  penalties  here  imposed  will  be  upon 
farm  operators  of  this  country  who 
breach  the  terms  of  this  section.  Of 
course,  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
has  a  similar  measure  under  considera¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  revision  of  the  gen¬ 
eral  immigration  laws,  as  well  as  the 
separate  Ellender  bill,  S.  1391,  and  that 


matter  can  be  dealt  with  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
now  yield  2  minutes  to  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  [Mr.  Ander¬ 
son]. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  will 
need  only  1  minute.  The  provision  in 
question  cannot  be  regarded  as  an  exclu¬ 
sion  provision,  because  the  Mexican 
Government  has  asked  for  this  type  of 
protection;  therefore,  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  be  satisfied. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  say  that 
I  hope  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
will  realize  that  the  term  “Mexican 
alien”  is  used  in  the  provision.  I  per¬ 
sonally  had  thought  that  the  term 
“Mexican  national”  would  be  better.  If 
the  amendment,  as  modified,  is  adopted, 
I  hope  that  when  the  bill  goes  to  con¬ 
ference  the  chairman  will  keep  in  mind 
that  we  are  dealing  with  persons  with 
respect  to  whom  an  attempt  is  being 
made  to  bring  them  into  the  United 
States  by  the  proposed  legislation,  and 
that  perhaps  a  change  can  be  made  in 
regard  to  the  use  of  the  word  “alien.” 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  we  designate  the 
person  to  be  a  Mexican  national,  a  Mex¬ 
ican  citizen,  or  a  Mexican  subject,  one 
who  comes  into  the  United  States  under 
the  proposed  legislation  is  here  as  a  Mex¬ 
ican  alien;  and  if  brought  in  illegally, 
the  person  who  brings  him  in  would  be 
subject  to  the  penalty  provided  in  the 
measure.  Is  that  not  correct? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  that  is  cor¬ 
rect,  and  I  am  happy  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  I  have  any  more 
time  under  my  control,  I  should  be  glad 
to  yield  it  back  and  have  a  vote  on  the 
amendment,  as  modified. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  recurs  on  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas], 
as  modified. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  question  now  recurs  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  [Mr.  Humphrey]  ,  which  had  pre¬ 
viously  been  under  consideration,  but 
action  on  which,  under  the  unanimous- 
consent  agreement,  was  deferred  so  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois, 
as  modified,  could  be  considered.  The 
Senator  from  Minnesota  now  has  the 
floor,  and  has  6  minutes  of  time 
remaining. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
shall  be  glad  to  yield  the  floor  so  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  may  make  any 
statement  in  opposition  to  my  amend¬ 
ment  he  may  wish  to  make. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
think  we  are  now  going  far  afield  from 
the  wetback  problem  with  which  we  are 
trying  to  deal.  I  yield  to  no  Member  in 
the  Senate  in  my  efforts  to  try  to  enact 
legislation  to  prevent  wetbacks  from 
coming  into  the  United  States.  I  realize 
we  have  before  us  a  problem  which  if  not 
settled  soon  may  strain  the  cordial  rela¬ 
tionship  which  now  exists  between  our¬ 
selves  and  the  Mexican  Government. 
The  pending  question,  I  believe,  is  one 


that  should  be  dealt  with  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  the  Judiciary.  I  entertain  the 
same  view  with  respect  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  which  was  just  adopted.  But  since 
I  was  the  author  of  a  bill  which  sought  to 
carry  out  the  same  purpose,  I  was  placed 
in  the  position  where  I  could  not  deny 
my  own  bill. 

Nnder  the  law  as  it  now  exists,  and 
under  the  Constitution,  an  immigration 
official  must  obtain  a  warrant  before  he 
can  go  into  a  farmer’s  home  to  find  out 
whether  an  alien  is  harbored  there. 
What  is  now  proposed  to  be  enacted  into 
law  would  permit  entry  by  an  immigra¬ 
tion  official  at  almost  any  time.  I  believe 
it  would  be  rather  dangerous  for  us  to 
agree  to  such  an  important  amendment 
as  this,  one  which  denies  the  privacy  of 
a  man’s  home,  an  amendment  which 
would  permit  an  official  to  enter  private 
premises  at  almost  any  time  of  day  in 
searching  for  wetbacks  or  other  aliens. 
I  believe,  Mr.  President,  that  by  adopting 
the  amendment  we  have  just  agreed  to, 
we  have  taken  adequate  steps  toward 
solving  the  wetback  problem. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Moody  in  the  chair) .  Does  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mi\  CORDON.  The  Senator  speaks 
of  an  official  going  into  someone’s  home. 
Is  there  anything  in  the  amendment  that 
indicates  that  a  right  would  be  given  to 
an  official  to  enter  anyone’s  home? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  did  not  hear  the 
Senator.  Will  he  please  repeat  his  ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  CORDON.  I  do  not  understand 
that  the  amendment  makes  any  such 
provision.  I  understood,  however,  the 
Senator  from  Louisiana  said  it  would  per¬ 
mit  an  official  to  go  into  a  man’s  home  at 
almost  any  time. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  us  assume  a 
farmer  employed  four  or  five  persons 
who  were  lodged  in  the  farmer’s  home. 
When  I  worked  in  the  wheat  fields  of 
North  Dakota  back  in  1912  and  1913  I 
slept  in  the  barn.  Under  our  law  and  our 
Constitution,  before  an  official  could  en¬ 
ter  such  premises  to  make  an  investiga¬ 
tion  or  to  make  an  arrest,  he  would  have 
to  obtain  a  warrant. 

Mr.  CORDON.  The  language  of  the 
amendment  is  “to  permit  reasonable  en¬ 
try  and  inspection  of  the  places  of  em¬ 
ployment.”  Does  that  not  mean  that 
the  “places  of  employment”  would  be 
the  farms? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  be  the 
house,  if  a  man  was  working  in  the 
house. 

By  the  adoption  of  the  Douglas 
amendment  we  have  imposed  fines  and 
imprisonment  in  case  an  employer  em¬ 
ploys  a  wetback  or  an  alien  who  is  ille¬ 
gally  in  the  United  States.  I  can  well 
conceive  that  if  the  pending  amendment 
is  adopted,  the  immigration  officials  will 
be  permitted,  under  the  conditions  set 
forth  in  the  amendment,  to  go  into  a 
man’s  home  and  make  a  search  without 
having  a  search  warrant,  although  the 
law  now  requires  that  a  search  warrant 
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be  first  obtained.  I  think  to  permit  a 
search  to  be  made  without  having  a 
search  warrant  would  be  going  too  far, 
Mr.  President.  So  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  believe  the  amendment  should  be  re- 
j  6ct6d 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Will  the  Senator 
yield  several  minutes  to  me? 

Mi’.  ELLENDER.  How  much  time 
have  I  left,  Mr.  President? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  has  15  minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  ELLENDER:  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Mexico  as  much  time  as  he 
requires. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 

Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  recognized. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  remarks  of  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  the  committee,  I  merely 
wish  to  say,  that  a  great  many  persons 
are  worried  considerably  about  this  pro¬ 
posal.  In  the  case  of  some  employers, 
there  have  been  repeated  complaints  that 
officials  of  the  Immigration  Service  have 
gone  too  far  in  visiting  the  fields  and 
making  inquiries  of  the  workers  there 
and  asking  them  to  present  their  cre¬ 
dentials  for  entrance  into  the  United 
States.  Mr.  President,  we  do  not  have  a 
white-card  system  in  our  country,  al¬ 
though  I  have  tried  rather  hard  to  have 
enacted  a  bill  providing  for  one.  We  do 
not  require  workers  who  perhaps  are 
working  in  the  cotton  fields  to  stop  work 
in  order  to  satisfy  some  official  who  won¬ 
ders  whether  they  are  properly  in  the 
United  States. 

I  am  anxious  to  have  the  Congress  en¬ 
act  legislation  which  will  strike  at  the 
wetback  situation  and  will  stop  the  il¬ 
legal  entry  of  such  persons  into  our 
country ;  but  I  think  it  would  be  all  wrong 
for  officials  of  the  Immigration  Service 
to  be  allowed  to  go  into  the  fields  and 
demand  of  the  workers  there,  “Show  us 
evidence  that  you  are  properly  in  the 
United  States  at  this  time.’’  If  we  were 
to  permit  that  to  be  done,  I  think  we 
would  destroy  a  great  deal  of  the  useful¬ 
ness  of  the  imported  labor. 

If  the  Government  has  evidence  that 
a  certain  person  is  improperly  in  the 
United  States,  undoubtedly  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  a  perfect  right  to  act  in  such 
a  case.  Under  the  terms  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  we  have  just  adopted,  those  who 
employ  such  persons  can  be  properly 
punished. 

However,  I  think  it  would  not  be  best, 
in  attempting  to  have  harmonious  rela¬ 
tions  and  proper  conditions  established, 
to  permit  a  horde  of  investigators  to  go 
into  the  fields  and  demand  from  the 
workers  there  evidence  that  they  are 
properly  in  this  country. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Would  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  have  any  objection  to 
adding  to  the  amendment  just  adopted 
the  amendment  I  now  have  pending? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No,  for  I  think  the 
Senator’s  amendment  accomplishes  all 
that  it  is  necessary  to  accomplish  in  this 
field.  I  think  the  amendment  of  the 


Senator  from  Oregon  goes  beyond  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Illinois ; 
and  so  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  should 
like  to  see  the  Senate  adopt  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

In  my  opinion,  the  pending  amend¬ 
ment  is  a  bad  one.  I  base  that  statement 
on  the  fact  that  time  and  time  again  I 
have  received  hundreds  of  complaints 
from  farmers  who  say  that  the  immigra¬ 
tion  officials  go  along  the  highways,  not 
to  pick  up  wetbacks  who  may  be  on 
the  highways,  but  to  go  to  individual 
farms  and  bother  the  workers  in  the 
fields  there,  hour  after  hour,  all  day  long. 
That  is  what  I  should  like  to  strike  at. 

So  I  shall  be  glad  to  support  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon,  which  I  originally  stated  I  should  be 
glad  to  support.  I  think  his  amendment, 
coupled  with  the  fine  amendment  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois, 
would  give  us  all  we  need  in  this  field. 

I  really  am  worried  about  the  pend¬ 
ing  amendment,  I  wish  to  to  say. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  sug¬ 
gest  to  my  friend,  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  if  I  may 
do  so — and  I  also  call  this  matter  to  the 
attention  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender] — that  there  be  a  little 
negotiation  on  the  floor,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  I  took  the  language  of  my 
amendment  from  the  bill  which  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  has  pending  before 
the  Judiciary  Committee. 

Therefore,  I  wonder  whether  my  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  will 
consider  withdrawing  his  amendment 
and  substituting  my  amendment  for  it, 
with  the  understanding  that  we  can  add 
my  amendment  to  the  amendment  which 
has  just  been  adopted,  and  then  stop  with 
that. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
was  hopeful  that  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  would  propose  his  amendment  as  a 
substitute  for  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota;  and  I  would 
hope  that  we  would  adopt  his  substitute, 
and  then  add  it  to  the  bill  which  is  to 
go  to  conference.  If  we  would  do  that, 
I  think  we  would  solve  this  entire  prob¬ 
lem. 

,Mr.  MORSE.  I  would  rather  have 
that  suggestion  come  from  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Of  course  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Oregon  has  a  right  to  propose 
it  if  he  wishes  to  do  so. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Yes;  but  I  would  rather 
not  negotiate  from  that  end  first. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Very  well. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  let 
me  say  that  I  am  almost  persuaded  and 
convinced — “almost  thou  persuadest 
me” — of  the  validity  of  the  argument  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 
However,  I  wish  to  remonstrate  for  a 
moment  with  my  friend,  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico,  because  I  am  some¬ 
what  disturbed  about  the  importance 
that  is  attached  to  my  amendment. 

The  President’s  Commission  on  Migra¬ 
tory  Labor  in  American  Agriculture, 
which  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  investi¬ 
gating  this  problem — much  more  time, 
I  may  say,  than  any  Member  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  has;  and  I  think  I  am  not  unkind  in 
making  that  statement — feels  that  my 
amendment  is  a  rather  modest,  meek. 


mild  proposal.  On  page  87  of  the  report 
of  the  President’s  Commission,  the  pro¬ 
posal  in  the  amendment  which  has  just 
been  adopted — that  of  the  Senator  from 
Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas] — is  referred  to 
as  one  which  goes  so  far  that  the  Com¬ 
mission  is  not  sure  that  it  should  be 
adopted.  The  proposal  in  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  was 
considered  by  the  Commission  as  the 
second  most  stringent  proposal.  How¬ 
ever,  the  proposal  I  have  advanced  was 
unanimously  acclaimed  as  being  filled 
with  light,  hope,  and  charity. 

Of  course  during  this  debate,  certain 
fears  and  doubts  have  been  expressed. 
However,  let  me  read  from  the  report  of 
the  President’s  Commission  on  Migra¬ 
tory  Labor  in  American  Agriculture: 

Statutory  clarification  on  the  above  points 
will  aid  in  taking  action  against  the  con¬ 
veyors  and  receivers  of  the  wetback.  These 
clarifications  of  the  statute,  together  with 
increased  funds  and  personnel  for  enforce¬ 
ment,  are  possibly  all  that  are  needed  to  deal 
effectively  with  the  smuggler  and  the  inter¬ 
mediary.  But  this  will  not  be  enough. 
Something  more  needs  to  be  done  to  discour¬ 
age  the  employment  of  wetbacks  and  to  take 
the  profit  out  of  it.  It  was  repeatedly  sug¬ 
gested  to  the  Commission  that  it  recom¬ 
mend  making  the  employment  of  a  wetback 
a  crime. 

That  is  what  we  have  just  done. 

I  read  further: 

This  suggestion  has  merit  since,  if  the  risk 
Involved  in  employing  wetbacks  were  in¬ 
creased,  the  traffic  would  soon  diminish.  In 
addition  to  making  employment  of  an  il¬ 
legal  alien  unlawful,  much  would  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  taking  the  profit  out  of  such 
employment.  It  seems  likely  that  if  farm 
employers  had  to  maintain  a  decent  stand¬ 
ard  of  minimum  wages,  irrespective  of  the 
nationality  of  the  worker  to  whom  the  wages 
are  paid,  the  advantages  of  wetback  employ¬ 
ment  would  disappear. 

Then  in  the  report  the  President’s 
Commission  goes  on  to  point  out  the 
following  : 

The  attack  on  the  problem  will  have  to  be 
manifold.  The  wetback  traffic  has  reached 
such  proportions  in  volume  and  in  conse¬ 
quent  chaos,  it  should  not  be  neglected  any 
longer.  The  techniques  to  be  employed  may 
be  of  various  types  but  we  believe  the  basic 
approaches  are  encompassed  in  our  recom¬ 
mendations. 

The  headline  at  that  point  in  the  re¬ 
port  is  “Recommendations;”  and  I  con¬ 
tinue  to  read; 

Recommendations 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  be  stregnthened  by  (a)  clear  statu¬ 
tory  authority  to  enter  places  of  employ¬ 
ment  to  determine  if  illegal  aliens  are  em¬ 
ployed. 

Mr.  President,  I  make  note  of  the  fact 
that  out  of  all  the  approaches  dealt  with 
in  the  Commission’s  report  on  the  wet¬ 
back  problem,  this  was  considered  to  be 
the  first  approach — not  the  final  and 
conclusive  approach,  but  the  first  one. 
The  approach  we  have  taken  on  the  floor 
of  the  Senate,  which  was  logical  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  debate  and  argument,  was  to 
take  the  most  extreme  proposal  first — 
namely,  to  make  the  employment  of  such 
persons  a  crime — which  has  been  done 
by  the  amendment  of  my  able  friend,  the 
Senator  from  Illinois.  Next,  it  is  pro- 
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posed  that  we  take  the  approach  of  re- 
stricting  the  use  of  such  labor.  That 
approach  is  covered  by  the  amendment 
of  my  friend,  the  Senator  from  Oregon, 
which  I  shall  support.  Third,  we  might 
take  the  obvious  approach  of  permitting 
the  immigration  officials  to  go  into 
places  of  employment  where  the  wet¬ 
backs  might  be  found,  and  to  provide 
those  officials  with  the  tools  with  which 
they  could  make  proper  enforcement  of 
these  provisions. 

That  does  not  mean  that  we  should 
authorize  a  horde  of  immigration  offi¬ 
cials  to  run  about  the  country  interro¬ 
gating  workers  in  the  fields.  The  Con¬ 
gress  would  not  authorize  that  to  be 
done;  in  fact.  Congress  could  prevent 
such  a  thing  by  placing  sufficient  re¬ 
strictions  on  the  appropriations.  Of 
course,  that  is  a  method  by  which  the 
Congress  has  been  able  to  control  such 
situations  very  well. 

Perhaps  it  would  be  well  to  provide 
further  restrictions.  On  the  other  hand, 
I  wish  to  say  that  it  does  not  do  much 
good  to  say  that  the  employment  of 
wetbacks  is  a  crime  if  we  do  not  make  it 
possible  for  the  proper  officials  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  wetbacks  are  actually 
employed. 

So  I  propose  that  we  permit  the  proper 
officials  to  determine  whether  wetbacks 
are  being  employed.  However,  it  is  not 
my  proposal  that  such  officials  be  per¬ 
mitted  to  go  into  the  farmer’s  parlor 
to  make  such  inquiries.  Let  us  not 
misunderstand  my  proposal,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent.  My  amendment  would  not  permit 
the  officials  making  such  investigations 
to  determine  whether  the  wetbacks 
were  being  invited  to  share  the  Sunday 
dinner  with  the  farmer  and  his  family, 
but  my  amendment  would  permit  the 
officials  to  go  into  the  camps  and  centers 
of  employment  to  find  out  whether  wet¬ 
backs  were  there. 

So  I  do  not  propose  to  withdraw  my 
amendment.  I  prefer  to  go  down  fight¬ 
ing,  rather  than  to  withdraw  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  I  consider  to  be  as  impor¬ 
tant  to  this  bill  as  a  police  department 
is  important  to  the  enforcement  of  a  city 
ordinance.  In  other  words,  I  believe 
it  would  be  as  fallacious  to  withdraw 
this  amendment  as  it  would  be  to  with¬ 
draw  from  a  displaced  persons  bill  the 
provisions  regarding  the  functioning  of 
the  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  in  that  connection. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  may 
I  ask  the  Senator  to  allow  me  time  on 
my  side  of  the  amendment? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Of  course,  I  was 
using  my  own  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Chair  understands  that  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  was  using  the  time  of 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No,  Mr.  President; 
I  still  have  approximately  5  minutes  of 
my  own  time  left. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct;  but  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
had  the  floor,  and  had  yielded  to  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  sorry.  I  ask 
that  the  time  I  have  used  just  now  be 
charged  to  my  own  time. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Very 
well. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana  has  6 
minutes  remaining. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as  I 
indicated  a  while  ago,  we  have  gone  far 
toward  making  an  effort  to  settle  the 
wetback  problem.  Question  has  been 
raised  several  times  with  respect  to  the 
so-called  Morse  amendment.  Personally 
and  as  chairman  of  the  committee,  I 
have  no  objection  to  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment,  for  the  simple  reason  that  it  is 
not  only  desirable,  but,  under  the  present 
agreement  between  our  Government  and 
the  Mexican  Government,  there  is  this 
provision : 

23.  Permission  to  contract  workers  under 
this  agreement  shall  not  be  granted  to  those 
employers  who  continue  to  use  Mexican 
workers  who  are  illegally  in  the  United 
States. 

So  since  that  provision  is  already  in 
the  agreement  between  the  United 
States  and  Mexico,  I  can  see  no  harm  in 
incorporating  it  into  the  law  itself. 

Mr.  ANDERSON  rose. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  my-time  to  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY  rose. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  wonder  whether 
the  Senator  would  yield  to  me  to  make 
a  unanimous-consent  request  that,  in 
view  of  the  great  interest  which  has 
been  manifested  in  the  Morse  amend¬ 
ment,  the  vote  on  the  amendment  which 
I  have  offered  be  temporarily  withheld, 
that  the  Morse  amendment  may  be  now 
considered  and  voted  upon,  so  that  we 
clear*  the  decks  on  that  particular 
amendment,  and  then  revert  to  the 
amendment  which  I  have  offered. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  would  be  very 
glad  to  do  that,  because  I  am  for  the 
Morse  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am,  too;  and  I 
am  glad  to  cooperate  with  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  pending  amendment  be 
laid  aside  for  the  moment,  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  proceed  to  consider  the  Morse 
amendment,  and  that,  at  the  conclusion 
of  debate  on  the  Morse  amendment,  we 
revert  to  the  Humphrey  amendment 
which  is  now  before  the  Senate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request?  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  in  view 
of  the  modification  made  in  the  Douglas 
amendment,  I  desire  to  modify  my 
amendment  C  in  line  5,  before  the 
word  “alien”,  to  insert  “Mexican”,  and, 
in  line  8,  before  the  word  “alien”,  to 
insert  “Mexican.”  I  have  no  further 
argument  to  make  in  support  of  my 
amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon,  as  modified. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  5, 
line  5,  after  the  word  “employment”,  it 
is  proposed  to  insert:  “Provided,  That  no 
workers  shall  be  made  available  under 
this  title  to,  nor  shall  any  workers  made 
available  under  this  title  be  permitted  to 
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remain  in  the  employ  of,  any  employer 
who  has  in  his  employ  any  Mexican  alien 
when  such  employer  knows  or  has  rea¬ 
sonable  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or 
by  reasonable  inquiry  could  have  ascer¬ 
tained  that  such  Mexican  alien  is  not 
lawfully  within  the  United  States.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr. 
Morse],  as  modified. 

GENERAL  MARSHALL  AND  THE  DATE 
DECEMBER  7,  1941 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  whether  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  will  yield  me  2  or  3  minutes  for  a 
brief  statement. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  yield  2  minutes  to  the 
Senator  from  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  read  into  the  Record  a  brief 
excerpt  from  a  book  by  Arthur  Upham 
Pope  entitled  “Maxim  Litvinov.”  The 
reason  for  my  wishing  to  put  this  in  the 
Record  today  is  that  the  two  committees, 
sitting  jointly,  are  now  examining  Gen¬ 
eral  Marshall.  His  memory  was  not  too 
good  this  morning.  It  recalled  to  my 
mind  the  fact  that  his  memory  was 
faulty  concerning  the  events  on  the 
morning  of  December  7,  and  the 
night  before.  In  order  to  refresh  his 
memory,  I  now  read  from  a  purported 
part  of  a  diary  in  this  book  by  Arthur 
Upham  Pope,  to  the  effect  that  Marshall 
was  meeting  Litvinov  on  the  morning 
of  December  7.  I  quote  from  page  473: 

On  the  morning  of  Sunday,  December  7, 
Litvinov’s  plane  arrived  at  Bolling  Field, 
Washington,  D.  C.  He  was  received  by  Brig. 
Gen.  PhiUip  R.  Fementhal,  former  military 
attache  in  Moscow,  now  chief  of  the  supply 
mission  to  the  Soviet  Union,  by  .General 
Marshall  and  Admiral  King,  among  other 
officers  and  officials. 

I  called  Bolling  Field  to  see  whether 
that  was  the  day  on  which  Litvinov’s 
plane  arrived,  and  whether  there  was 
any  record  of  General  Marshall’s  having 
met  him,  in  order  that  we  might  better 
refresh  the  general’s  memory. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield. 

Mi*.  LANGER.  Does  the  Senator  mind 
stating  the  year?  He  said  December  7, 
omitting  the  year. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  1941.  In  other 
words,  it  was  on  Pearl  Harbor  day.  I 
called  Bolling  Field,  and  was  told  it  is 
the  practice  to  destroy  such  records  af¬ 
ter  1  year’s  time,  and  that  it  was  impos¬ 
sible  to  give  me  that  information.  How¬ 
ever,  my  office  talked  to  one  of  the  young 
men  who  was  at  Bolling  Field  at  the 
time,  and  he  said  that,  while  he  could 
not  recall  the  exact  date,  he  recalled  that 
a  plane  landed  with  a  number  of  Rus¬ 
sians  on  or  about  that  date.  I  think  this 
might  be  of  some  interest  to  the  com¬ 
mittees  which  are  now  examining  Gen¬ 
eral  Marshall.  They  might  want  to  use 
it  to  refresh  the  general’s  memory. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  as 
modified. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
agreed  to. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Under 
the  unanimous-consent  agreement  pre¬ 
viously  made,  the  Senate  now  reverts  to 
the  consideration  of  the  amendment  of 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
Humphrey], 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  say  that  I  am  not  too  much  wor¬ 
ried  about  what  happens  to  this  amend¬ 
ment.  I  am  not  going  to  fall  out  with 
my  good  friend  from  Minnesota  about 
the  amendment.  I  simply  say  to  him 
that  I  have  had  opportunity  personally 
to  investigate  case  after  case  in  which 
the  Immigration  Service  has  used  this 
sort  of  club  to  whip  employers  whom 
they  did  not  like,  and  to  go  along  with 
employers  Whom  they  did  like.  A  short 
time  ago  I  pointed  out  that  when  Mr. 
Wilmoth  was  in  charge  of  the  El  Paso 
office  of  the  Immigration  Service — and  I 
am  not  going  to  cast  any  kind  of  asper¬ 
sion  on  him,  because  he  is  dead,  he 
regularly  went  around  in  the  fields, 
checking  up  on  certain  employees  and 
employers,  as  to  whom  he  had  not  re¬ 
ceived  a  report  for  a  long  time.  The  man 
in  charge  of  the  San  Antonio  office 
never  worried  about  any  of  those  things 
at  all.  One  group  of  people  could  bring 
in  all  the  wetbacks  they  wanted,  more 
than  were  ever  brought  into  my  State, 
and  more  than  were  ever  brought  into 
the  State  of  Arizona,  and  nearly  as 
many  as  were  brought  into  California. 
There  was  no  check-up  whatever  in  those 
areas,  but  one  individual  officer  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  area  was  using  that  discretion. 

If  we  have  a  law  against  narcotics,  I 
do  not  expect  that  a  narcotics  officer  will 
come  to  my  house,  or  to  the  house  of  any 
other  Member  of  the  Senate,  to  say,  “I 
want  to  search  your  house  today,  to  see 
whether  you  are  violating  the  law.”  If 
he  has  any  evidence  that  I  am  violating 
it,  let  him  make  it  known. 

I  think  I  have  gone  a  long  way  in  try¬ 
ing  to  support  the  amendments  which 
have  been  adopted  here  today.  I  do  not 
think  the  farmers  of  my  State  like 
either  the  Douglas  amendment  or  the 
Morse  amendment;  but  I  consider  them 
to  be  reasonable  amendments,  and  I  am 
glad  to  support  them.  But  I  see,  from 
my  experience  with  the  administration 
of  laws  of  this  kind  on  the  border,  that 
I  do  not  like  the  pending  amendment, 
because  under  it  a  man,  in  the  uniform 
of  the  Immigration  Service  with  a  pis¬ 
tol  on  his  hip  and  a  big  badge  on  his 
coat,  could  go  around  and  inquire  as  to 
the  legality  of  the  entrance  of  anyone, 
including  Mexican  nationals  who  are  le¬ 
gally  here  under  contract,  brought  in 
under  certification  of  the  Department  of 
Labor.  The  alien  laborers  become 
scared  at  that  sort  of  thing  and  say, 
‘‘We  are  going  home;  we  do  not  know 
what  this  officer  wants  to  start,  but  we 
are  not  going  to  be  arrested.” 

I  think  the  amendment  goes  too  far. 
If  the  immigration  officers  know  there 
has  been  a  violation,  they  ought  to  find 
out  about  it.  They  ought  to  be  able  to 


search  it  out.  But  they  do  not  need  the 
language  of  this  amendment  to  enable 
them  to  act. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  that  point? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  merely  wanted  to 
ask  the  Senator  whether  he  felt  that  the 
phraseology,  “permit  reasonable  entry,” 
was  in  anyway  clarified.  I  sense  some  of 
the  fears  which  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  expresses,  in  that  the  foreign 
workers  are  justifiably  concerned.  I 
want  the  Senator  to  know  that  it  is  not 
the  intent  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  to  have  any  type  of  gestapo  method 
employed  against  these  people.  It  was 
merely  my  intent  to  try  to  expedite  or  to 
facilitate  the  enforcement  of  the  law 
regarding  the  wetback. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I  am 
not  trying  to  criticize  what  the  Senator 
said.  All  I  am  saying  is  that  I  think  it 
might  be  well  to  take  the  new  authority 
granted  by  the  Douglas  amendment  and 
the  authority  granted  by  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse] 
and  see  if  those  two  amendments  do  not 
give  us  all  the  administration  we  need 
with  respect  to  wetbacks.  I  believe  they 
do. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  first, 
I  want  to  congratulate - 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Long 
in  the  chair).  The  time  of  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  has  expired. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  whatever  time  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico  needs  to  complete  any  inter¬ 
rogation  or  comments  he  may  wish  to 
make. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Under  the  amendment 
of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  could  the 
officers  go  in  at  any  time  of  the  day  or 
night? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  There  is  no  restric¬ 
tion  whatever  on  them. 

Mr.  LANGER.  They  could  go  in  at 
midnight  and  ask  anything  they  wanted 
to  ask? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  so.  I  know 
how  the  Senator  from  North  Dakota  is 
always  sympathetic  to  the  cause  of  labor, 
but  I  think  he  would  agree  with  me  that 
we  have  to  proceed  more  or  less  slowly 
in  these  matters.  We  have  already  made 
a  great  step  forward  in  the  bill.  I  com¬ 
mend  the  spirit  of  the  Senator  from 
Florida  and  the  Senator  from  Illinois  in 
trying  to  work  out  this  question.  I  com¬ 
mend  the  Senator  from  Oregon  for  not 
opposing  the  amendment  or  pleading 
with  the  Senator  from  Illinois  to  with¬ 
draw  his  amendment.  I  know  troubles 
can  come  to  the  program,  and  I  want  to 
say  to  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  that 
if  it  does  not  work  out  properly,  both  he 
and  I,  God  willing,  will  be  in  the  Senate 
a  year  from  now,  and  I  shall  lend  sup¬ 
port  to  him  if  it  has  not  worked  out  well. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I  con¬ 
gratulate  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
on  his  fair-mindedness,  and  to  ask 
whether  the  Senator  from  Minnesota  is 
not  correct  in  his  fear  that  at  present 
immigration  officers  may  lack  legal  au¬ 


thority  to  enter  farms  and  ranches  or 
other  enclosed  land  to  inspect  or  search 
for  aliens  who  have  entered  illegally. 
They  now  have  authority  to  enter  private 
property  if  they  have  a  warrant,  or  with¬ 
out  a  warrant  if  a*  deportable  alien  is  on 
the  property  and  is  likely  to  escape, 
but  I  do  not  think  it  is  equally  within 
their  authority  to  enter  farms  and 
ranches  to  hunt  for  aliens  who  have  en¬ 
tered  the  country  illegally.  That  is  the 
fear  that  is  in  my  mind. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  What  has  happened 
in  regard  to  searches  is  what  has  so  in¬ 
censed  farmers  along  the  border.  The 
immigration  officers  do  not  have  the 
authority  to  search,  but  that  does  not 
prevent  them  in  the  slightest  from  mak¬ 
ing  searches.  Farmers  protest.  I  should 
like  to  have  the  subject  treated  on  the 
basis  suggested  by  the  Senator  from  Illi¬ 
nois  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon.  If 
that  does  not  work,  we  shall  have  to  try 
something  else.  I  am  not  asking  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  to  withdraw  his 
amendment.  I  am  going  to  be  compelled 
to  vote  against  it,  because  it  can  hurt 
what  I  think  is  otherwise  a  good  program. 
My  desire  is  to  have  wetbacks  prevented 
from  working  within  the  United  States. 
There  are  many  employers — Senators 
know  of  many  of  them — who  try  to  work 
out  their  problems  decently  with  fair 
wages,  and  I  think  they  should  have  a 
chance  to  have  a  bill  that  will  work  prop¬ 
erly. 

Mr.  CORDON.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
support  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota.  In  my  opinion, 
we  shall  never  get  the  wetback  problem 
solved  along  the  border  if  we  handcuff 
the  persons  charged  with  the  duty  of 
doing  the  job.  If  they  cannot  go  where 
the  wetbacks  are  and  determine  who  they 
are  and  how  many  there  are,  there  will 
be  no  enforcement  of  the  law.  Very  often 
we  provide  penalties  that  are  too  heavy, 
so  that  the  law  is  not  enforced.  This 
amendment  gives  to  the  employers  who 
desire  to  take  advantage  of  a  special 
privilege  granted  them  along  the  border 
the  right  to  do  so.  That  is  where  the  wet¬ 
back  problem  is  found.  They  must  agree, 
if  they  are  going  to  take  labor  from 
across  the  border,  that  they  will  permit 
the  officers  of  the  United  States  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  question.  It  is  a  sound  provi¬ 
sion,  in  my  opinion,  and  I  shall  support 
it. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired.  The  question  is 
on  agreeing  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota.  [Put¬ 
ting  the  question.]  The  Chair  is  in 
doubt.  The  Chair  will  ask  for  a  division. 

On  a  division,  the  amendment  was 
rejected. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  want 
to  be  recorded  as  voting  in  favor  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mi-.  President,  I  call 
up  my  amendment  A. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  21,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
word  “already”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  word  “legally.” 
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Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  say  that  I  was  almost 
persuaded  that  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  had  a  better  amendment  than 
I  had,  and  I  have  almost  persuaded  him 
that  I  have  a  better  amendment  than 
he  has.  We  are  trying  only  to  straighten 
out  a  provision  which  might  be  misin¬ 
terpreted.  I  believe  the  adoption  of  my 
amendment  would  help  greatly  in  the 
proper  administration  of  the  law.  I 
know  the  hour  is  late,  and  I  do  not  care 
to  discuss  the  amendment  in  great  de¬ 
tail.  I  think  everyone  is  familiar  with 
the  problem  that  is  posed.  I  hope  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  will  take  the 
amendment  to .  conference. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  if  I 
were  to  chose,  I  should  prefer  the 
amendment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  because  it  conforms  more  to 
the  amendment  adopted  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  I  hope  that  is  agreeable  to  my 
distinguished  friend. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  think  I  shall  mod¬ 
ify  my  amendment  to  conform  to  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  To  that  I  have  no 
objection. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  we 
are  being  so  .kind  to  one  another  that 
it  reminds  me  of  Alfonse  and  Gaston, 
or  whoever  the  duo  were.  There  is  a 
difference  between  the  two  amendments. 
The  amendment  proposed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  would  check  on 
those  persons  who  illegally  entered  the 
United  States,  who  had  gained  illegal 
entrance,  strictly  at  the  entrance  points. 

The  amendment  of  the  Senator  from 
New-.  Mexico  not  only  checks  them  on 
illegal  entrance,  but  checks  on  those 
who  illegally  remain.  I  say  his  is  a  more 
inclusive  amendment.  It  only  goes  to 
prove  that  there  is  no  substitute  for 
legislative  experience.  I  saw  only  the 
edges  of  the  proposition,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  New  Mexico  saw  the  entire 
picture. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
absolutely  cannot  resist  that  kind  of 
temptation.  I  insist  upon  the  original 
language  of  my  amendment.  I  shall 
not  take  the  language  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota.  I  ask  the  chairman  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  if  he  will  take  my  amendment  to 
conference. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  shall  be  glad  to 
do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
[Mr.  Anderson],  as  modified. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  No,  Mr.  President, 
not  as  modified.  I  left  my  amendment 
as  it  was. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  did  not  modi¬ 
fy  his  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENtffcR.  Mr.  President,  in 
that  situation  I  cannot  agree  to  take  the 
amendment  to  conference.  The  ques¬ 
tion  was  thoroughly  discussed  in  Mexi¬ 
co  City,  and  what  we  are  trying  to  ac¬ 
complish  is:  if  there  are  some  Mexicans 
who  have  legally  entered  the  United 


States,  but  whose  contract  has  expired, 
to  make  provision  whereby  they  can  be 
recontracted.  The  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  would  permit 
that  being  done,  whereas,  if  we  adopted 
the  amendment  of  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  New  Mexico,  it  would  be 
necessary  for  all  Mexicans  whose  con¬ 
tracts  had  expired  to  go  back  to  Mexico, 
and  reenter  before  they  could  be  re¬ 
contracted. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  understand,  then, 
that  it  is  because  of  contractual  obliga¬ 
tions  to  Mexico  that  the  Senator  prefers 
the  Humphrey  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Then,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  modify  my  amendment,  and  will 
use  the  language  contained  in  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  real¬ 
izes,  does  he  not,  that  he  is  taking  the 
language  which  is  less  comprehensive. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  realize  that,  but 
I  also  realize  that  the  Senator  from  Loui¬ 
siana  went  to  Mexico  when  some  of  the 
others  of  us  refused  to  go,  and  worked 
hard,  and  accomplished  as  fine  a  result 
as  has  been  accomplished  in  this  field  in 
a  long  time. 

I  wish  to  commend  him  for  saying 
that  the  amendment  of  the  Senator 
from  Minnesota  is  preferable. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment,  as  mod¬ 
ified. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  22,  after  the  word  “in”,  it  is  pro¬ 
posed  to  insert  the  following:  “by  vir¬ 
tue  of  legal  entry.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico,  as  modified. 

The  amendment,  as  modified,  was 
figrccd  to 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
call  up  my  amendment  lettered  “O,”  of 
April  25,  1951. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  leg¬ 
islative  clerk  will  state  the  amendment. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  18,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
period  and  insert  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “and  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have 
been  made  to  attract  American  workers 
for  such  employment  at  terms  and  con¬ 
ditions  of  employment  comparable  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  the  language  of  the  amendment 
is  self -expressive  and  self-defining.  It 
provides  that  reasonable  efforts  shall  be 
made  to  attract  American  workers,  at 
terms  and  conditions  of  employment 
comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign 
workers.  In  essence,  this  is  the  crux  of 
the  bill.  As  has  been  pointed  out  by 
the  Senator  from  New  Mexico,  the  meas¬ 
ure  which  is  being  sponsored  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry 
is  a  decided  advance.  I  have  indicated 
again  and  again  to  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  that  I  feel  it  is  a  substantial 


advance  in  the  field  of  our  relationships 
with  Mexico  on  the  whole  subject  of  mi¬ 
gratory  labor. 

However,  Mr.  President,  I  am  sure  that 
all  of  us  are  justly  concerned  about  the 
standards  of  employment  and  working 
conditions  of  our  own  domestic  labor 
supply.  As  has  been  pointed  out  today 
and  on  other  days  during  the  debate  on 
the  pending  bill,  certain  of  its  provisions 
in  some  instances  would  give  the  Mexi¬ 
can  worker  advantages  far  beyond  those 
granted  to  domestic  workers.  I  would 
not  deny  such  advantages  to  the  Mexican 
worker.  I  think  he  ought  to  have  them. 
I  think  we  are  dealing  with  a  great  hu¬ 
manitarian  service.  We  are  trying  to 
lift  his  standard  of  living  and  his  stand¬ 
ard  of  working  conditions.  However,  I 
feel  that  as  we  do  such  things  for  the 
Mexican  workers  we  should  provide  the 
same  advantages  to  our  own  workers. 
Likewise,  I  think  that  before  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  or  anyone  else  makes  cer¬ 
tification  for  the  importation  of  foreign 
labor  we  ought  to  be  certain  that  the 
source  of  American  labor  has  been  fully 
exhausted,  at  least  to  the  point  where 
domestic  workers  could  meet  the  em¬ 
ployment  requirement. 

So  I  say  the  amendment  is  funda¬ 
mentally  expressing  the  will  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  which  I  think  it  is  fair  to  describe 
as  not  wishing  to  discriminate  against 
domestic  workers. 

There  is,  of  course,  no  such  thing  as 
an  absolute  shortage  of  manpower. 
Shortages  of  manpower  are  relative  to 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  employ¬ 
ment  offered.  It  may  surprise  Members 
of  this  body  to  learn  that  the  report  of 
the  President’s  Commission  makes  the 
fact  extremely  clear  that  domestic 
workers  are  offered  less  advantageous 
terms  and  conditions  of  employment 
than  are  offered  to  foreign  workers.  I 
wish  to  emphasize  that  fact.  Despite  all 
the  hue  and  cry  which  is  being  made 
about  the  working  conditions  of  the  for¬ 
eign  workers — and  they  are  bad — the 
fact  is  that  the  working  conditions  of 
domestic  migratory  workers  in  terms  of 
employment  are  even  more  sad  and 
despairing  than  those  of  the  foreign 
workers.  Mexicans  are  guaranteed 
minimum  employment.  The  Mexican 
contract  guarantees  employment  for  75 
percent  of  the  contract  period,  which 
frequently  is  6  months.  The  Puerto 
Rican  contracts  guarantee  160  hours  of 
employment  in  each  4-week  period.  The 
employment  guarantee  for  workers  from 
the  British  West  Indies  is  in  terms  of 
minimum  earnings.  They  are  guar¬ 
anteed  minimum  earnings  of  $25  in  each 
2-week  period. 

The  striking  finding  of  the  President’s 
Commission,  from  the  12  hearings, 
which  were  held  across  the  country,  is 
that  domestic  workers  are  not  char¬ 
acteristically  offered  such  employment 
guarantees.  In  only  one  instance  did  the 
Commission  receive  testimony  indicat¬ 
ing  that  the  terms  and  conditions  of  em¬ 
ployment  offered  to  foreign  and  Puerto 
Rican  workers  were  offered  to  domestic 
workers,  though  in  two  or  three  other 
instances  it  did  find  contracts  offered  to 
domestic  workers  in  less  advantageous 
terms.  The  most  important  of  the  dif- 
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ferences  in  terms  and  conditions  of  em¬ 
ployment  is  the  employment  guarantee. 

Mr.  President,  I  shall  not  burden  the 
Record  with  an  extended  discussion  of 
the  subject,  because  my  friend,  the 
chairman  of  the  committee,  is  thorough¬ 
ly  familiar  with  the  facts  on  the  migra¬ 
tory  labor  problem.  Everyone  who  has 
participated  in  the  debate  is  in  essence 
a  student  of  the  problem.  At  least  he 
has  spent  some  time  and  effort  to  dig 
out  the  facts. 

If  adopted,  my  amendment  would  pro¬ 
vide,  first,  that  reasonable  efforts  shall 
be  made  to  attract  American  workers. 
In  other  words,  we  shall  not  legislate  a 
discriminatory  pattern  against  American 
workers  who  are  available  for  the  job. 
Secondly,  employment  shall  be  at  terms 
and  conditions  of  employment  compar¬ 
able  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

Mr.  President,  I  submit  that  no  one 
would  want  to  give  to  people  who_were 
imported  into  the  country  better  work¬ 
ing  conditions  than  are  given  to  our  own 
American  citizens,  who  are  taxpayers  of 
our  country,  who  are  called  upon  to  de¬ 
fend  our  country,  who  exercise  their 
duties  of  citizenship,  and  who  perform 
their  duties  of  community  work  and 
community  leadership. 

In  other  words,  the  amendment  would 
make  crystal  clear  to  millions  of  people 
in  America  that  as  we  legislate  to  al¬ 
leviate  employment  conditions  for  for¬ 
eign  workers  we  do  not  legislate  against 
our  own  brothers  and  sisters  and  our  fel¬ 
low  citizen  in  the  continental  limits  of 
the  United  States  of  America.  We  would 
give  to  our  American  citizens  at  least 
equal  treatment  with  foreign  workers. 
We  would  be  giving  a  written  guaranty 
to  the  American  worker  that  he  would 
be  given  as  fair  and  equitable  treatment 
in  terms  of  employment  and  working 
conditions  as  are  extended  to  the  worker 
who  is  imported  from  Mexico.  He  would 
be  given  an  opportunity  to  fill  the  job. 
If  he  cannot  fill  the  job  we  v  ”1  go  to  a 
foreign  country — in  this  instance  to 
Mexico — to  find  laborers  who  can  fill  it. 
I  believe  it  is  a  patently  fair  request  of 
Congress.  It  certainly  seems  eminently 
fair  in  terms  of  our  domestic  labor 
supply. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr,  HUMF"REY.  Yes. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Would  it  mean,  for 
example,  that  a  farmer  in  Minnesota 
would  have  to  give  a  guaranty  to  a 
migratory  laborer? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  it  does  not 
mean  that  at  all.  I  may  say  to  my  friend 
from  North  Dakota,  that  first  of  all  it 
means  that  before  anyone  in  Minnesota, 
South  Dakota,  or  North  Dakota  could 
import  any  Mexican  laborer  every  rea¬ 
sonable  effort  shall  have  been  made  to 
find  the  necessary  labor  supply  in  our 
own  States.  I  think  no  one  would  deny 
that  it  should  be  done.  Secondly,  it 
means  that  the  American  worker  at  least 
ought  to  get  as  much  pay,  as  good  hous¬ 
ing,  and  as  good  medical  treatment  as 
is  supplied  to  a  foreign  worker  who  is 
imported  into  the  country. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Would  it  have  to  be 
in  writing? 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No;  it  would 
merely  establish  a  number  of  standards. 

Mr.  LANGER.  In  other  words,  it  says 
much,  but  it  does  not  mean  anything? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  it  means 
something. 

Mr.  LANGER.  What  does  it  mean? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  means  that 
every  means  must  be  exhausted  to  find 
out  whether  or  not  there  is  available  a 
domestic  labor  supply.  Secondly,  the 
American  worker  shall  not  be  compelled 
to  work  under  conditions  less  favorable 
than  those  under  which  a  Mexican 
worker  labors.  The  amendment  can  be 
given  meaning  in  terms  of  medical  care, 
type  of  employment,  length  of  employ¬ 
ment,  wages,  hours  of  work,  housing, 
and  all  the  other  factors  entering  into 
the  employment  of  foreign  migratory 
workers. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Let  us  take  Mr.  X,  who 
is  a  farmer.  He  wants  to  employ  some 
Mexican  laborers  in  his  sugar-beet  fields. 
What  must  he  do  in  order  to  get  Amer¬ 
ican  labor?  Must  he  advertise  in  news¬ 
papers? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  He  would  go  to  his 
employment  office.  Perhaps  he  would  go 
to  his  newspaper.  His  major  source  of 
supply  would  be  through  the  farm  place¬ 
ment  service  of  his  State  employment 
agency. 

Mr.  LANGER.  If  he  finds  all  the 
American  labor  he  needs  to  work  in  his 
sugar-beet  fields,  must  he  make  some 
sort  of  a  written  contract  with  his  work¬ 
ers,  saying,  for  example,  that  the  workers 
shall  have  160  hours  of  work? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  would  be  a  good 
thing  to  do.  However,  it  is  not  manda¬ 
tory. 

Mr.  LANGER.  It  is  not  mandatory? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No.  It  is  an  effort 
to  establish  a  standard.  It  is  an  effort 
to  provide  that  before  contracts  can  be 
let  in  an  area,  such  as  in  Minnesota  or 
North  Dakota,  first  of  all  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  shall  declare  that  there  a  labor 
shortage  exists.  It  means  that  there 
must  be  examination  within  that  area  to 
determine  whether  there  is  a  domestic 
labor  supply.  Then  it  says  to  the  pros¬ 
pective  employer  that  at  least  the  Amer¬ 
ican  worker  has  the  right  to  expect  con¬ 
ditions  of  employment  which  are  as  fa¬ 
vorable  as  those  given  to  the  foreign 
worker. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Under  the  Senator’s 
amendment  would  the  American  worker 
get  what  he  expects? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  I  cannot  say. 
I  will  say  to  my  friend  from  North  Da¬ 
kota  that  if  the  American  people  got 
from  the  laws  of  the  land  what  they  ex¬ 
pected,  we  would  have  fewer  complaints. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Under  the  Senator’s 
amendment  would  the  American  worker 
get  what  he  expects? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  He  is  not  guaran¬ 
teed  it. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  dis¬ 
like  to  oppose  my  distinguished  friend 
from  Minnesota  again,  but  I  believe  that 
Senators  realize  that  it  is  to  the  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  American  farmer  to  hire  local 
help  if  he  can  get  it,  because  he  does  not 
have  to  pay  the  expenses  of  transporta¬ 
tion  and  other  expenses  which  must  be 
paid  in  the  case  of  a  Mexican  worker. 


Sometime  ago  during  this  debate  it 
was  stated  that  under  the  terms  of  the 
bill  efforts  would  not  be  made  to  obtain 
the  services  of  all  available  domestic 
labor.  I  wish  to  point  out  to  my  good 
friend  from  North  Dakota  the  provisions 
in  section  503  of  the  bill: 

No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall 
be  available  for  employment  in  any  area 
unless  the  Director  of  State  Employment  Se¬ 
curity  for  such  area  has  determined  and 
certified  that  (1)  sufficient  domestic  workers 
who  are  able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  not 
available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to 
perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers  are 
to  be  employed,  and  (2)  the  employment  of 
such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic 
agricultural  workers  similarly  employed. 

I  believe  that  domestic  workers  are 
protected  by  that  language.  If  we 
should  adopt  the  amendment  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota  it 
would  mean  that  before  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  could  certify  that  a  Mexican  work¬ 
er  is  needed  it  would  have  to  be  shown 
that  a  domestic  worker  was  offered  ev¬ 
erything  offered  to  the  Mexican  worker — 
that  is,  his  transportation,  subsistence, 
housing,  insurance  against  occupational 
risks,  and  everything  of  that  kind.  If 
the  Senate  is  desirous  of  destroying  this 
measure,  it  can  simply  adopt  the  pending 
amendment. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  Is  it  not  true  that 
in  the  discussion  of  the  bill  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  we  tried  to  make  it  advantageous 
to  use  domestic  labor? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Exactly. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  We  wanted  it  to  cost 
more  for  an  employer  to  use  foreign  la¬ 
bor.  He  must  provide  insurance,  hous¬ 
ing,  transportation,  and  other  expenses. 
So  he  would  try  to  use  domestic  labor. 
Would  not  this  amendment  destroy  the 
very  purpose  we  tried  to  accomplish? 
Would  it  not  destroy  the  differential? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  no  doubt 
about  it. 

Mr.  ANDERSON.  I  do  not  know  that 
the  Senator  would  care  to  comment,  but 
the  first  part  of  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  reads: 

And  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made 
to  attract  American  workers  for  such  em¬ 
ployment — 

Then  follows  language  which  makes 
the  provision  unworkable,  namely — 
at  terms  and  conditions  of  employment  com¬ 
parable  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

The  American  worker  would  have  to 
be  offered  transportation  to  a  border 
point.  He  would  have  to  be  given  sub¬ 
sistence,  burial  expenses,  and  other  al¬ 
lowances.  This  amendment  would  take 
him  completely  out  from  under  the 
workmen’s  compensation  laws  and  social 
security  laws.  I  believe  that  we  would 
be  doing  a  great  injustice  to  domestic 
workers  by  adopting  this  amendment, 
which  would  require  tf!at  they  be  given 
the  same  privileges  as  are  given  foreign 
workers.  Therefore  it  would  be  made 
just  as  attractive  and  advantageous  to  an 
employer  to  employ  a  foreign  worker  or  a 
man  from  Mexico. 
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I  know  that  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  is  interested  in  the  American 
workingman.  I  hope  he  will  see  that 
there  is  a  very  decided  advantage  to  the 
American  workingman  in  having  a  situa¬ 
tion  in  which  it  costs  more  to  bring  in  a 
worker  from  Mexico,  because  of  the  ex¬ 
tra  expense  involved.  Under  such  con¬ 
ditions  the  employer  will  try  to  use  do¬ 
mestic  workers,  as  he  should  do. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  what  I 
tried  to  point  out  a  moment  ago.  I  am 
glad  to  have  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  bring  out  that  point. 

The  only  reason  why  the  Mexican 
worker  is  being  given  all  these  extras  is 
that  the  Mexican  Government  is  insist¬ 
ing  upon  it  for  its  own  nationals.  As 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  has  pointed  out,  the  bill  would 
make  it  more  expensive  for  an  Amer¬ 
ican  employer  to  hire  Mexicans. 
Therefore,  his  inclination  would  be  to 
employ  domestic  labor  in  preference  to 
foreign  labor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  wish  to  point  out  that  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Government  has  been  most  vigi¬ 
lant  in  its  attention  to  the  needs 
of  its  own  nationals.  The  Mexican 
Government  insists  on  certain  pro¬ 
tections  being  written  into  the  law 
for  the  benefit  of  its  own  people.  What 
the  junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  is  at¬ 
tempting  to  say — possibly  with  not  too 
much  clarity — is  that  if  the  Mexican 
Government  can  get  our  delegation  to 
agree  to  protect  the  nationals  of  Mex¬ 
ico,  I  think  we  ought  to  do  a  little  toward 
protecting  the  nationals  of  the  United 
States. 

Perhaps  my  language  in  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  too  stringent,  too  restrictive,  or 
too  comprehensive.  I  am  open  to  sug¬ 
gestions  as  to  any  modification  which 
would  tend  in  any  way  to  make  it  more 
palatable  or  acceptable. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
believe  that  the  language  which  is  now 
in  the  bill,  and  to  which  I  have  referred 
on  many  occasions  on  this  floor,  is  suffi¬ 
cient  to  protect  domestic  workers.  As  I 
have  pointed  out  many  times,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor,  who  is  to  administer  the 
law,  must  make  two  determinations. 
First,  he  must  determine  that  there  is 
not  sufficient  domestic  labor  available; 
and  secondly,  that  the  wages  paid  to  the 
Mexican  labor  will  not  in  any  manner 
affect  the  wages  paid  domestic  workers. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  On  that  point  I 
think  we  can  come  to  some  agreement. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  strikes  me  that 
that  language  is  sufficient  protection.  I 
grant  to  my  good  friend  from  Minnesota 
that  we  may  have  gone  a  little  far  in 
agreeing  to  what  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  was  demanding.  However,  the 
Mexican  Government  has  had  some  ex¬ 
perience  in  the  past;  and  from  that  ex¬ 
perience  have  come  these  new  ideas  as 
to  how  the  contract  should  be  formu¬ 
lated. 

I  may  state  to  my  good  friend  that 
there  is  nothing  to  prevent  an  American 
worker  from  asking  for  the  same  terms 
and  conditions  as  are  given  to  Mexican 
laborers.  The  Senator  understands  that. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  only  reason 
why  we  have  incorporated  such  a  pro¬ 
vision  in  this  bill  is  that  that  is  the  only 
way  by  which  we  can  obtain  these  work¬ 
ers. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  should  like  to  make 
a  suggestion  which  may  reconcile  the 
apparent  differences  between  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota  on  the  one  hand  and 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  and  the 
Senator  from  New  Mexico  on  the  other. 

The  objections  by  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana  and  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  seem  to  be  addressed  to  the  words 
“and  conditions  of  employment  com¬ 
parable  to  those  bffered  to  foreign 
workers’’  in  line  4  of  the  amendment.  The 
Senator  from  Louisiana  and  the  Senator 
from  New  Mexico  are  afraid  that  this 
language  might  be  used  to  require  the 
meeting  of  transportation  costs  of  do¬ 
mestic  workers,  sickness  costs,  and  so 
forth. 

If  we1  were  to  strike  the  words  “and 
conditions  of  employment”  and  substi¬ 
tute  the  phrase  “of  wages  and  hours,” 
the  language  would  then  read : 

And  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made 
to  attract  American  workers  for  such  em¬ 
ployment  at  terms  of  wages  and  hours  com¬ 
parable  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

That  would  eliminate  the  need  for 
meeting  transportation  costs,  healths 
payments,  and  so  forth,  and  would  mere¬ 
ly  mean  that  an  employer  could  not  im¬ 
port  foreign  workers  unless  domestic 
workers  received  equal  wages  and  did 
not  work  longer  hours. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  could  mean 
than  an  employer  would  have  to  guar¬ 
antee  the  domestic  worker  work  for  at 
least  three-fourths  of  the  time  covered 
by  the  contract  whether  he  worked  or 
not.  In  other  words,  suppose  the  em¬ 
ployer  employs  him  for  2  months. 
Whether  the  employee  works  or  not,  the 
employer  would  have  to  guarantee  him 
three-fourths  of  the  time  at  whatever 
pay  is  agreed  on.  That  was  one  of  the 
conditions  we  had  to  agree  to  in  the 
agreement  made  with  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment,  for  the  reason  that  the  Mexi¬ 
can  workers  come  from  afar,  spend  a 
good  deal  of  time  on  the  way,  and  an 
agreement  had  to  be  made  that  if  the 
contract  was,  let  us  say,  for  4  months, 
the  workers  would  be  guaranteed  at 
least  3  months  of  employment;  other¬ 
wise,  it  would  not  pay  them  to  come 
here.  Under  the  amendment  proposed 
by  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  it  would 
be  necessary  to  extend  the  same  condi¬ 
tions  to  the  domestic  worker,  which 
would  be  most  costly. 

I  believe  the  domestic  worker  is  thor¬ 
oughly  protected  under  section  503  of 
the  bill,  which  I  have  read  time  and 
again.  I  repeat,  it  is  to  the  advantage 
of  the  employer  to  hire  local  labor  be¬ 
cause  it  is  cheaper  in  the  long  run.  I 
repeat  w’hat  the  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  said  a  moment  ago,  that  all  the  con¬ 


ditions  which  are  imposed  with  respect 
to  the  employment  of  Mexican  labor 
make  the  costs  so  high  that  it  discourages 
an  American  employer  from  employing 
a  Mexican  rather  than  an  American 
worker. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  re¬ 
fers  to  the  possibility  of  local  labor  be¬ 
ing  able  to  fulfill  employment  needs. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  supply  of  mi¬ 
grant  domestic  workers  is  not  always 
adequate  locally.  There  is  a  group  of 
domestic  labor  which  travels  from  one 
side  of  the  country  to  the  other,  and 
at  times  it  would  be  necessary  to  go 
very  far  away,  to  the  other  side  of  the 
Nation,  to  obtain  employees. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  had 
a  talk  with  Mr.  Don  Larin  of  the  Farm 
Placement  Service  of  the  United  States 
Employment  Service.  I  am  sure  the 
Senator  knows  him. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  asked  him  to  write 
me  a  memorandum  as  to  what  efforts 
were  made  to  determine  that  domestic 
workers  were  not  available.  This  is 
what  he  wrote : 

Statements  have  been  made  during  this 
debate  that  sufficient  domestic  labor  is  avail¬ 
able  for  agricultural'  employment  if  proper 
recruitment  efforts  were  to  be  made.  The 
requirements  of  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service,  before  it  will  certify  to  the 
unavailability  of  domestic  labor,  are  specific. 
These  indicate  very  clearly  the  efforts  in¬ 
volved  before  any  certification  for  the  im¬ 
portation  of  foreign  labor  will  be  made. 

Listen  to  this; 

First,  every  employer  must  file  an  order 
with  a  local  employment  office  requesting 
domestic  labor.  The  local  office  searches  its 
files  for  qualified  workers,  and  if  unable 
to  recruit  the  labor  on  the  basis  of  its  rec¬ 
ords,  resorts  to  other  recruitment  devices 
which  commonly  include  use  of  the  press 
and  radio. 

When  the  local  office  has  been  unsuccess¬ 
ful  in  its  own  jurisdiction,  it  originates  a 
clearance  order  which  will  reach  every  office 
in  the  State  before  the  effort  is  extended 
beyond  State  lines.  Each  local  office  at¬ 
tempts  to  recruit  the  needed  labor. 

If  there  is  no  labor  supply  within  the 
State,  the  State  office  of  the  employment 
service  sends  the  order  to  adjoining  States, 
where  it  goes  to  local  offices  thought  to  have 
a  potential  supply  of  labor.  Those  local  of¬ 
fices  recruit  labor  through  the  use  of  their 
own  files  and  by  other  recruitment  devices. 

Should  adjoining  States  be  unable  to  fur¬ 
nish  the  labor,  the  order  goes  to  a  regional 
office  of  the  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice,  which  sends  the  order  to  other  States 
which  may  have  a  potential  supply  of  labor. 

If  the  regional  office  first  receiving  the 
order  and  adjoining  regions  cannot  locate  a 
source  of  labor  supply  the  order  is  trans¬ 
mitted  to  the  Washington  headquarters,  who 
transmit  the  order  to  distant  States  which 
may  have  a  potential  labor  supply. 

In  every  instance  recruitment  effort  is 
made  to  secure  domestic  workers  who  are 
qualified  and  available  and  willing  to  accept 
employment  offered. 

It  strikes  me  that  if  the  employment 
service  goes  through  all  that  procedure 
or  any  similar  to  it,  there  ought  to  be 
sufficient  protection  to  domestic  labor. 
Added  to  the  argument  I  submitted  a 
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while  ago,  it  should  be  plain  that  do¬ 
mestic  workers  will  have  first  preference. 

As  I  have  stated,  I  believe  that  the 
committee  has  provided  sufficient  pro¬ 
tection  for  domestic  workers,  and,  I  re¬ 
peat,  the  only  reason  why  we  have  im¬ 
posed  other  restrictions,  for  instance, 
such  as  those  relating  to  insurance 
against  occupational  risks,  lodging  and 
transportation,  and  other  matters,  is  be¬ 
cause  it  is  the  only  way  by  which  we 
can  obtain  Mexican  labor. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  my  effort  to  be 
an  honest  broker  and  adjust  the  differ¬ 
ences  between  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  and  the  Senator  from  Louisiana,  I 
wonder  if  the  following  modifying  lan¬ 
guage  might  not  be  acceptable  to  the 
chairman  of  the  commitee,  namely,  after 
the  word  “at”  in  line  4,  to  have  the  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  line  read:  “wages  and 
standards  hours  of  work  comparable  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers.” 

This  would  remove  any  requirement 
for  a  minimum  guaranty  of  employ¬ 
ment.  It  would  provide  merely  that  the 
hourly  rate,  the  standard  hours  per  week, 
would  be  comparable  to  those  guaranteed 
to  foreign  labor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  How  would  the  Sen¬ 
ator’s  amendment  then  read? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  would  then  read: 

Reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  at¬ 
tract  domestic  workers  for  such  employment 
at  wages  and  standard  hours  of  work  com¬ 
parable  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

This  would  remove  the  question  of  the 
guaranty,  it  would  remove  the  trans¬ 
portation  payments,  it  would  remove  the 
health  payments,  it  would  remove  the  re¬ 
quirements  for  lodging.  But  it  would 
provide  that  domestic  workers  could  not 
be  worked  more  hours  a  week  or  at  lower 
wages  an  hour  than  apply  to  foreign 
workers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  may  state  to  my 
distinguished  friend  that  I  do  not  have 
any  objection  to  the  language  he  has 
suggested,  if  it  is  agreeable  to  my  good 
friend  from  Minesota.  It  strikes  me  that 
it  is  already  covered  in  the  bill,  so  in  my 
opinion  it  would  be  duplication,  but  if  it 
will  satisfy  the  Senator  from  Minnesota, 
I  have  no  objection  to  the  amendment  as 
modified  by  the  language  suggested  by 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  anouncing  that  he 
will  be  satisfied  with  the  modified  word¬ 
ing,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  does  not 
propose  to  enlarge  the  requirements 
placed  upon  the  individual  farmer  in  any 
way,  does  he? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No,  indeed. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  In  other  words,  the 
Senator  does  not  propose  to  substitute 
new  and  required  activities  by  the 
farmer  for  the  activities  now  performed 
by  the  employment  service? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  It  would  simply 
provide  that  the  domestic  worker  is  of¬ 
fered  the  same  minimum  wages  and 
standard  hours  of  work  as  is  given  the 


Mexican  under  the  individual  work  con¬ 
tract. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  And  wages  per  hour. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
am  more  than  happy  to  accept  the  modi¬ 
fication  proposed  by  the  Senator  from 
Illinois.  I  think  it  clarifies  and  details 
what  is  the  intent  of  the  Senator  from 
Louisiana.  I  want  that  clarification,  I 
want  that  detailed  outlining,  because  if 
there  is  one  field  of  employment  where 
all  the  skulduggery  in  the  world  has  ever 
been  worked,  it  is  in  this  field  of  labor 
supply  in  the  vast  stretches  of  our  land. 
I  merely  want  to  see  the  people  of  our 
own  Nation  given  a  fair  chance  to  make  a 
living.  I  am  surprised  to  find  that  the 
Government  of  Mexico  can  extort  from 
us  more  protection  for  their  people  than 
we  give  to  our  own  people.  I  am  glad 
we  have  this  amendment  perfected.  I 
merely  wanted  to  say  a  word  for  citizens 
of  the  United  States,  and  at  the  same 
time  pay  tribute  to  the  Republic  of 
Mexico. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment,  as  modified,  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  4, 
line  18,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the 
period  and  insert  a  comma  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing:  “and  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have 
been  made  to  attract  American  workers 
for  such  employment  at  wages  and 
standard  hours  of  employment - 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  should  read 
“standard  hours  of  work.” 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  “Standard 
hours  of  work  comparable  to  those 
offered  to  foreign  workers.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  [Mr.  Humphrey],  as  modified. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  one 
moment.  Is  the  word  “American” 
changed  to  “domestic”? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  No. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  believe  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Illinois  changed  the  ivord 
“American”  to  “domestic.” 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  In  the  copy  I  have 
the  word  “American”  had  been  elimi¬ 
nated,  and  the  word  “domestic”  had  been 
inserted. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  way  it 
ought  to  be. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  It  should  read  “do¬ 
mestic”  workers. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Does 
the  Senator  further  modify  his  amend¬ 
ment  accordingly? 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  I  further  modify  the 
amendment  by  striking  out  the  word 
“American”  and  substituting  the  word 
“domestic.” 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  is  modified  accordingly. 
Without  objection,  the  amendment,  as 
modified,  is  agreed  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
now  call  up  my  amendment  4-27-51 — B. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
amendment  will  be  stated. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2,  line 
6,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  the  semicolon 
and  add  the  following:  “to  be  employed 
at  a  wage  no  less  than  the  current  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  rate  for  the  crop  and  area.” 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  believe  the  amendment  needs  any 
explanation.  It  is  almost  within  the 
text  or  pattern  of  the  amendment  the 
Senate  has  just  adopted.  But  I  under¬ 
stand  the  Senator  from  Louisiana  to 
have  said  that  the  workers  are  protected 
by  the  agreement  made  with  the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  Mexico.  Again,  since  that  is  in  the 
agreements  which  are  based  on  the  ne¬ 
gotiation  at  Mexico  City,  I  am  merely 
one  of  those  who  would  like  to  see  it 
spelled  out  in  statutory  law. 

So  the  purpose,  which  is  self-evident, 
is  that  farm  workers,  both  domestic  and 
foreign,  are  to  be  employed  at  wages  not 
less  than  those  prevailing  in  the  area 
for  the  particular  crop.  In  this  con¬ 
nection  we  are  not  talking  about  factory 
labor  or  skilled  labor,  but  we  are  talking 
about  the  prevailing  rate  of  wages  paid 
for  labor  on  a  particular  crop  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  area.  The  amendment  is  very 
specific  and  clear;  it  merely  provides 
that  there  shall  be  equality  as  between  ^ 
foreign  and  domestic  farm  workers,  in  (  , 
respect  to  the  wage  rate;  and  in  respect 
to  the  foreign  farm  workers,  the  amend¬ 
ment  relates  only  to  Mexican  farm 
workers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  again 
I  hesitate  to  take  issue  with  my  good 
friend,  the  Senator  from  Minnesota. 
However,  as  I  pointed  out  during  the 
debate  a  few  days  ago,  the  contract 
which  at  the  present  time  is  entered 
into  between  the  employer  and  the  Mexi¬ 
can  laborer  provides  for  the  payment  of 
the  prevailing  wage  as  a  minimum  wage. 

It  often  happens  that  the  wage  is  fixed 
in  the  contract  itself ;  that  is,  it  is  writ¬ 
ten  into  the  contract. 

I  fear  that  if  the  amendment  of  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Minnesota 
is  adopted,  it  will  mean  that  a  great  deal 
of  red  tape  will  be  involved  in  connection 
with  determining  what  that  rate  is  and 
in  determining  the  extent  of  the  area 
which  must  be  taken  into  consideration  A  ' 
in  fixing  the  wage  rate. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Yes,  I  wish  to  ask  a 
question. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Very  well;  I  yield. 

Mr.  YOUNG.  Would  not  it  be  almost 
impossible  to  determine  what  the  wage 
should  be?  In  a  given  community  trac¬ 
tor  drivers  might  be  receiving  a  very 
high  wage,  whereas  workers  in  other 
types  of  farm  work  might  be  working 
under  quite  different  wage  scales.  So  it 
seems  to  me  it  would  be  almost  impos¬ 
sible  to  determine  the  average  wage. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  not  say  it 
would  b  impossible  to  determine  it,  but  * 
that  determination  would  entail  a  great 
deal  of  red  tape. 

At  the  present  time  a  canvass  is  made 
in  a  locality  to  determine  what  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  is  for  farm  workers.  After 
that  is  determined,  it  is  certified  by  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  as 
the  prevailing  wage,  and  that  wage  is 
written  into  the  contract  itself,  as  a  rule. 

I  say  it  is  important  for  us  to  pursue 
the  method  which  is  now  in  effect,  for 
the  reason  that  under  the  terms  of  this 
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bill  the  United  States  government,  act¬ 
ing  through  the  Department  of  Labor, 
will  guarantee  payment  of  that  wage  to 
the  employee.  Since  payment  will  be 
guaranteed  and  since  the  contract  will 
be  entered  into  between  the  employee 
and  the  employer,  it  will  be  an  easy  mat¬ 
ter  to  determine  what  amount  is  due  the 
Mexican  worker  from  the  employer;  and 
therefore,  in  case  of  controversy,  the 
amount  due  the  worker  will  be  known 
then  and  there,  by  means  of  the  terms 
of  the  contract  itself. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  at  this  point? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  recognize  that 
Senator  has  made  a  very  clear  expla¬ 
nation  of  the  contractual  relationships 
which  exist  between  the  employer  and 
the  employee.  I  also  recognize  that 
under  the  terms  of  the  agreement  with 
the  Republic  of  Mexico,  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  has  taken  on  cer¬ 
tain  obligations  for  the  fulfillment  of  the 
contract.  However,  as  yet  I  have  not 
seen  a  copy  of  the  over-all  printed  agree¬ 
ment.  Has  the  Senator  put  one  into  the 
Record? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No;  I  have  not  yet 
done  so,  but  I  intend  to. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  am  sure  it  will 
be  placed  in  the  Record  before  the  end 
of  this  debate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  If  the  Government 
of  the  United  States  assumes  the  obli¬ 
gation  of  seeing  that  the  prevailing  wages 
are  paid  under  the  contractual  relation¬ 
ships,  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the 
land — which  will  be  respected  by  all  law- 
abiding  citizens — it  will  be  just  that 
much  easier  for  law-abiding  citizens  to 
make  contracts  that  are  to  be  fulfilled  on 
the  basis  of  the  prevailing  wage.  In 
other  words,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
is  predicating  his  case  on  the  contractual 
relationship  between  the  employer  and 
the  employee;  but  what  I  am  predicating 
my  case  on,  in  terms  of  the  wage  stand¬ 
ards  for  a  particular  crop  area  and  for 
a  particular  crop,  is  statutory  law. 

I  am  just  foolish  enough  to  believe  that 
statutory  law  is  more  impressive  and  is 
more  likely  to  be  lived  up  to,  or  is  likely 
to  be  lived  up  to  a  little  better,  than  a 
contractual  relationship  between  a  Mexi¬ 
can  employee  who  is  a  farm  worker  and 
an  American  employer. 

I  gather  that  there  is  very  little  differ¬ 
ence,  if  any,  between  our  objectives,  be¬ 
cause  I  know  that  the  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  wishes  to  have  included  in  this 
measure  every  bit  of  protection  which 
possibly  can  be  included  in  it  for  the 
Mexican  worker  as  well  as  for  the  Amer¬ 
ican  worker  and  the  American  employer. 
Since  there  is  so  little  difference  between 
our  objectives,  I  submit  to  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  the  fact  that  if  such  a 
provision  is  enacted  into  law,  it  will  be  a 
better  guaranty  of  a  sounder  wage  struc¬ 
ture  in  a  particular  area  and  for  a  par¬ 
ticular  crop  than  will  the  precarious  type 
of  contract  which  may  be  reached  be¬ 
tween  an  employer  and  an  employee  who 
is  a  Mexican  national. 

I  wish  the  Senator  would  give  this  very 
serious  consideration,  because  this  has  a 
great  effect  upon  the  American  domestic 


labor  market,  and  has  a  great  effect  upon 
the  individual  worker  who  comes  into  our 
country  from  beyond  our  borders. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  convinced 
that  the  committee  had  that  very  argu¬ 
ment  in  mind  when  we  considered  this 
bill.  I  repeat  what  I  have  often  said, 
that  under  section  503, 1  am  satisfied  that 
the  domestic  worker  is  amply  protected. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  as  much  time  as  he 
desires. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  I  do 
not  care  to  speak  on  this  matter  at 
length,  but  I  do  think  that  the  adoption 
of  this  amendment  would  bring  an  addi¬ 
tional  trouble-making  factor  into  the 
picture.  I  hope  that  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota  will  follow  me  carefully  on 
this.  I  call  to  his  attention  the  fact  that 
it  is  not  in  the  place  where  he  proposes  to 
put  this  amendment,  but  in  section  503, 
on  page  4,  that  this  particular  objective 
is  cared  for;  and  it  is  cared  for  in  a  much 
more  adequate  way  and  in  a  much  clear¬ 
er  way  than  would  be  done  through  this 
amendment.  I  call  his  attention  to  the 
fact  that  section  503  provides  that — 

No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall 
be  available  for  employment  in  any  area  un¬ 
less  the  director  of  State  employment  secur¬ 
ity  for  such  area — 

This  has  been  changed,  of  course,  as 
to  the  officer  who  makes  the  determina¬ 
tion — 

has  determined  and  certified  that  (1)  suffi¬ 
cient  domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing, 
and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time 
and  place  needed  to  perform  the  work  for 
which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  and 
(2)  the  employment  of  such  workers  will 
not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working 
conditions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers 
similarly  employed. 

However,  I  think  that,  if  placed  in  the 
bill  at  the  place  where  the  Senator’s 
amendment  is  proposed  to  place  it,  there 
will  be  brought  into  the  bill  an  entirely 
new  concept;  that  is,  the  definition  of 
“areas,”  a  word  which  is  not  at  all  de¬ 
fined  in  the  bill,  whereas  the  section  from 
which  I  have  read,  section  503,  makes  it 
very  clear  that  it  is  the  very  time  and 
place  where  the  work  is  to  be  performed 
that  governs. 

I  am  not  familiar  with  the  Mexican 
labor  problem,  but  I  am  familiar  with 
the  use  of  Bahaman  and  Jamaican  labor, 
and  if  the  Senator  will  bear  with  me,  I 
should  like  to  give  him  this  fact,  which 
I  am  sure  applies  in  greater  or  less  de¬ 
gree  in  other  areas  of  the  country.  We 
have  on  the  east  coast  of  Florida  certain 
areas,  for  instance,  the  Miami  vicinity, 
where  labor  brought  in  from  the  Ba¬ 
hamas,  which  is  employed  on  our  farms, 
has  to  be  paid  more  money  than  would 
be  paid  25  or  50  miles  away  from  there, 
because  it  competes  very  definitely  with 
the  very  highly  paid  labor  which  works 
in  the  tourist  resorts,  whereas,  if  it  were 
40  or  50  miles  away  from  those  tourist 
centers,  in  a  place  that  very  conceivably 
might  be  held  by  the  Labor  Department 
to  be  the  same  area,  there  is  a  different 
situation  entirely  and  a  different  scale 
of  pay.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  I  think 
the  wording  already  included  in  bill,  in 


section  503,  is  much  the  more  acceptable, 
because  it  provides  that  it  is  the  rate  of 
pay  at  the  time  and  place  where  the 
work  is  to  be  performed  that  shall  gov¬ 
ern  and  I  think  it  is  much  better  cared 
for  there. 

I  call  to  the  attention  of  the  Senator 
and  of  the  Senate  the  fact  that  we  have 
repeatedly  had  trouble  from  administra¬ 
tors  of  these  labor  measures,  in  the  defi¬ 
nition  of  “area.”  We  have  had  it  under 
the  Wages  and  Hours  Act.  The  Senator 
from  Florida  brought,  as  he  understands, 
the  first  litigation  which  was  brought 
under  the  “area  of  production”  regula¬ 
tion,  a  regulation  which  was  put  out  by 
the  wage-and-hour  department;  and  the 
Senator  will  remember  that  that  term 
“area  of  production”  has  been  in  conflict 
and  confusion  ever  since  the  act  was 
passed. 

Only  recently  the  Senator  from  Flor¬ 
ida  has  had  a  similar  experience.  We 
have  a  branch  of  the  Department  of  La¬ 
bor — with  which  the  Senator  from 
Florida  is  not  finding  fault  at  this  time, 
but  is  simply  using  as  an  illustration — 
in  connection  with  the  determination  of 
what  are  the  standard  rates  paid  to 
journeymen  carpenters  in  a  certain  area, 
and  the  Department  has  included  within 
the  area  not  only  the  highly  urbanized 
area  of  Miami  but  for  many  miles  up  the 
coast,  so  as  to  bring  about  a  result  which 
is  not  at  all  in  accord  with  the  facts,  that 
the  same  standards  are  applied  in  a 
small  community,  50  or  75  miles  away,  as 
those  which  apply  in  to  urban  area. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  hopes  that 
no  double  standard  will  be  written  into 
the  bill  in  this  way,  but  that  instead,  the 
very  words,  which  have  been  approved  of 
by  the  officials  who  have  drawn  this  bill, 
will  be  left  to  fix  the  standard  against 
which  this  particular  bill  will  be 
measured. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Can  the  Senator  tell 
me  how  many  Mexicans  are  fighting  in 
Korea? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  not  able  to  say. 
I  may  say  that  I  am  not  familiar  with  the 
Mexican  problem,  and  I  may  remind  the 
Senator  that  I  have  repeatedly  said  in 
the  course  of  this  debate  that  the  aver¬ 
age  foreign  worker  employed  in  the  east¬ 
ern  part  of  the  United  States,  and  the 
governments  representing  the  workers 
who  come  in — that  is,  workers  from  the 
Bahamas  and  from  Jamaica — as  is 
known  to  the  Senator  from  Florida,  and, 
as  he  understands,  also,  with,  respect  to 
those  who  come  in  from  Canada,  though 
this  is  not  known  to  him  personally,  they 
prefer  not  to  have  any  regulation  or  con¬ 
trol,  because  the  farmers  are  paying  the 
cost  themselves,  and  they  are  working 
along  in  complete  unity  with  each  other, 
and  they  prefer  to  have  that  type  of 
handling,  so  I  am  not  able  to  answer  the 
question  of  the  Senator  from  North 
Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  am  not  a  member  of 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  our  farm 
boys  are  being  taken  and  sent  to  Korea, 
after  which  the  Department  of  Labor 
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certifies  that  there  is  a  labor  shortage  in 
the  United  States,  and,  therefore,  Mex¬ 
icans  are  brought  in  to  take  the  places 
of  the  farm  boys  who  are  fighting  in 
Korea.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Mex¬ 
icans  have  no  quota — at  least,  they  are 
filling  no  quota  in  the  United  Nations  in 
Korea,  at  all.  I  ask  my  friend  whether 
that  is  not  true. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  am  not  able  to  state 
as  of  this  time,  but  during  the  period  of 
World  War  II,  at  which  time  the  Senator 
from  Florida  was  at  the  head  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  of  selective  service  in  his 
own  State  of  Florida,  the  matter  was  left 
to  the  local  selective-service  boards  to 
exempt  agricultural  laborers  on  the  basis 
of  whether  they  were  needed  by  the  Na¬ 
tion  to  remain  in  production;  and  I  may 
say  to  the  Senator  that  it  is  the  under¬ 
standing  of  the  Senator  from  Florida 
that  this  measure  helps  to  hold  up  the 
hands  not  only  of  our  boys  who  are  fight¬ 
ing  in  Korea,  but  of  our  Armed  Forces 
wherever  they  are,  and  of  our  Allies,  who 
are  looking  to  us  for  heavier  food  pro¬ 
duction,  to  make  it  very  sure  that  there 
will  not  be  a  deficiency  of  workmen  on 
the  farm. 

In  conclusion,  because  I  intended  to 
be  heard  only  briefly,  I  want  to  remind 
every  Senator  that  the  local  labor  is  al¬ 
ways  most  satisfactory  and  cheapest  in 
the  long  run,  which  is  easiest  to  work 
with,  which  speaks  the  same  language  as 
the  employer.  There  is  a  particularly 
personal  and  friendly  relation  as  a  rule 
which  applies  on  the  farm,  which  is  not 
expected  in  industrial  relations,  between 
employer  and  employee,  and  it  is  simply 
idle  to  talk  about  bringing  in  these  out¬ 
side  people,  unless  there  is  a  real  need 
for  them,  and,  even  though  I  think  it  is 
hardly  needed,  there  is  a  safeguard  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  law  itself,  that  there  must 
be  a  certificate  from  a  branch  of  the 
United  States  Government  entrusted 
with  the  responsibility  of  looking  into 
it,  that,  at  the  time  and  place — at  the 
very  time  and  place,  and  for  that  par¬ 
ticular  crop,  because  conditions  may 
vary  with  different  crops  even  in  the 
same  place  and  at  the  same  time,  that 
there  is  a  shortage  of  labor,  and  that  the 
shortage  must  be  supplied  from  and  fur¬ 
nished  by  a  source  outside  the  Nation. 

I  hope  the  Senator  will  not  insist  upon 
his  amendment,  because  I  sincerely  feel 
that  to  do  so  would  bring  a  dual  stand¬ 
ard  into  the  act,  which  will  make  for 
greater  confusion  and  difficulty. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wonder  whether  the  Senator  would  ac¬ 
cept  the  word  “place”  instead  of  the 
word  “area.”  I  recognized  the  difficulty 
that  we  have  had  under  the  “area”  defi¬ 
nition,  or  a  definition  of  what  is  known 
as  an  “economic  or  employment  area.” 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  feels  that,  if  the  amendment  is 
to  be  used,  it  should  be  used  exactly  in 
the  same  words  as  it  appears  in  section 
503;  but,  if  so  used,  he  thinks  there 
would  not  be  any  improvement  of  the 
act,  because  it  is  section  503  which  is 
applicable  to  this  particular  provision. 
If  the  Senator  wants  to  restate  those 


words  and  put  the  language  in  the 
amendment - 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  No. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  The  Senator  from 
Florida  would  then  have  no  objection; 
but  he  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that 
it  then  becomes  duplication  and  reitera¬ 
tion,  and  it  is  meaningless,  though,  after 
all,  that  is  much  preferable  to  having 
confusion,  and  to  having  two  terms  in 
the  bill  which  might  and  very  probably 
would  be  construed  as  meaning  differ¬ 
ent  things,  or  be  construed  by  different 
administrative  employees  as  meaning 
different  things.  So  the  Senator  from 
Florida  hopes  that  his  friend,  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Minnesota,  will  not  insist  upon 
his  amendment. 

Mr.  PIUMPHREY.  I  should  like  to 
invite  the  Senator’s  attention  to  the 
language  of  section  503,  to  which  he  re¬ 
fers,  and  which  particularly  affects  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota.  The  language  says : 

The  employment  of  such  workers  will  not 
adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working  con¬ 
ditions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers 
similarly  employed. 

In  other  words,  the  language  there 
means  that  the  wages  and  working  con¬ 
ditions  of  domestic  workers  shall  not  be 
pushed  down.  The  language  of  the 
amendment  of  the  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  takes  into  consideration  the  fact 
that  there  are  certain  established  pre¬ 
vailing  wages  in  a  community;  that 
there  are  some  people  who  pay  less  than 
the  prevailing  wage  in  the  community, 
and  there  are  always  some  who  are  get¬ 
ting  very  rich  at  the  expense  of  some¬ 
one  else.  The  language  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota 
says  that  no  contracts  may  be  arrived 
at  or  entered  into  which  do  not  at  least 
pay  the  prevailing  wage  for  a  particular 
group,  in  a  particular  place.  I  think 
that  is  a  very  important  provision,  be¬ 
cause  I  do  not  think  we  ought  to  permit 
contracts  with  foreign  labor  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  downward  pressures  on  domes¬ 
tic  labor  standards  in  a  particular  area. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  may  say  to  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  that,  though  I 
have  no  experience  with  Mexican  labor, 
I  have  learned  from  actual  experience 
with  imported  labor  and  our  domestic 
labor  that  there  is  no  fixed  standard,  but 
that  the  standard  tends  to  change  from 
time  to  time  during  the  season.  If  the 
price  for  citrus  fruit  goes  up  very 
heavily,  the  workers  find  it  out  and  in¬ 
sist  on  having  a  little  greater  share  for 
their  labor.  If  the  prices  of  vegetables 
fp  the  Lake  Okeechobee  area  go  up,  the 
same  thing  takes  place.  From  week  to 
week  there  will  be  variations  in  a  par¬ 
ticular  season  and  place.  So,  it  seems 
to  the  Senator  from  Florida  that  it  is  a 
much  sounder  course  to  leave  in  the 
act  the  wording  which  is  already  there. 

I  may  say  that  while  I  have  been 
speaking,  the  Senator  from  Louisiana 
has  handed  me  an  individual  work  con¬ 
tract  which  I  understand  he  will  insert 
in  the  Record.  I  notice  that  it  is  in  two 
languages,  both  English  and  Spanish. 
He  may  want  to  insert  it  only  in  its  Eng¬ 
lish  version.  Section  4  deals  with  the 
payment  of  wages.  I  have  not  had  a 
chance  to  read  it,  but,  with  the  approval 


of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  I  shall 
read  it  into  the  Record.  This  is  a  pro¬ 
vision  incorporated  in  the  actual  con¬ 
tract: 

4.  Payment  of  wages.  The  employer  shall 
pay  the  worker  the  prevailing  wage  rate 
paid  to  domestic  agricultural  workers  for 
similar  work  and  in  the  manner  paid  with¬ 
in  the  area  of  employment,  or  the  rate  speci¬ 
fied  on  the  last  page  of  this  contract,  which¬ 
ever  is  the  greater.  Where  higher  wages  are 
paid  for  specialized  tasks,  such  as  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  vehicles  or  machinery,  Mexican  work¬ 
ers  shall  be  paid  such  wages  while  assigned 
to  such  tasks. 

That  is  an  excerpt  taken  from  the 
contract  existing  between  the  Mexican 
Government  and  the  American  Govern¬ 
ment  and  to  be  made  applicable  to  indi¬ 
vidual  Mexican  employees. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  that  apply  to 
every  single  contract  that  may  be  entered 
into? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  It  is  enforceable 
by  the  United  States  Department  of 
Labor? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  the  present 
situation? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  It  can  be 
modified  if  both  Governments  agree  to 
it,  but  I  am  satisfied  that  the  Mexican 
Government  will  insist  on  writing  into 
the  new  contract  the  same  provisions 
that  were  contained  in  the  former  con¬ 
tract.  I  want  to  say  to  the  Senator  that 
during  the  hearings  in  Mexico  City  we 
went  over  parts  of  the  proposed  contract, 
and  they  insisted  on  putting  into  the 
new  contract  the  same  clause. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  The  Senator  from 
Minnesota  is  likewise  insistent,  since 
there  is  an  opportunity  for  a  quick  exit 
from  the  agreement,  since  there  is  an 
opportunity  for  modification,  that  in  this 
proposed  legislation,  which  will  soon  be¬ 
come  law,  we  write  the  requirement  of 
prevailing  wages  for  the  crop  and  in  the 
area  or  the  place  involved,  because  it  is 
perfectly  obvious  that  this  is  not  at  the 
present  time  stamped,  sealed,  and  deliv¬ 
ered  ;  it  is  still  in  the  stage  of  negotiation. 
There  is  still  an  opportunity  for  some 
modification  or  change. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  real¬ 
izes  that  if  in  the  future  the  terms  of 
the  contract  on  this  point  are  modified 
by  agreement  between  the  two  countries, 
we  shall  have  to  change  the  law.  I  am 
insisting  that  we  not  incorporate  the 
provisions  of  the  contract  into  the  law. 
Let  the  contract  be  handled  in  the  same 
manner  as  it  has  been  handled  in  the 
past. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  know  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Louisiana  must  feel  that  I  am 
being  a  little  bit  stubborn  on  these  issues, 
and  I  think  I  owe  him  an  explanation. 
If  there  has  ever  been  one  area  of  Amer¬ 
ican  employment  which  has  been  sub¬ 
jected  to  a  complete  expose  in  the  past 
year  or  two,  it  has  been  in  the  field  of 
domestic  and  foreign  labor  in  American 
agriculture.  I  have  read  in  Look  maza- 
zine  an  expose  that  should  make  every 
American  ashamed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  was  on  the 
wetback  problem,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes.  I  have  read 
in  the  New  York  Times  and  in  news- 
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papers  on  the  West  Coast  articles  which 
have  exposed  things  that  have  been  go¬ 
ing  on  in  the  San  Joaquin  Valley.  The 
President’s  Commission  on  Migratory 
Labor  has  given  us  a  great  deal  of  in¬ 
formation.  The  Senator  from  Minne¬ 
sota  has  put  up  this  little  effort  today 
for  a  reason.  I  digress  to  say  that  it 
does  not  primarily  affect  my  own  State. 
Everyone  knows  that  the  bulk  of  the  mi¬ 
gratory  labor  does  not  go  to  the  family- 
size  farm.  It  does  not  go  to  Grandpa 
and  Grandma  who  are  raising  a  few 
cattle  and  chickens,  and  trying  to  make 
a  living  on  a  small  farm.  Migratory 
labor  goes  to  the  big  fruit  and  vegetable 
farms,  the  big  commercial  farms,  which 
are  a  repudiation  of  the  family-size 
farms.  They  go  to  commercial  farming 
areas  in  the  Imperial  Valley  in  Califor¬ 
nia,  and  in  other  places. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  am  a  little  bit  sus¬ 
picious.  I  cannot  believe  that  it  is  all  so 
lovely  when  I  know  that  the  migratory 
workers  who  come  into  our  country,  and 
also  our  own  migratory  workers,  will 
have  the  most  miserable  working  condi¬ 
tions.  They  live  under  the  worst  condi¬ 
tions.  Without  reference  to  my  home 
State,  in  which  there  is  a  very  decent 
standard  of  living  and  where  we  take 
good  care  of  persons  who  work  on  the 
farms,  and  in  the  factories,  the  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  just  happens 
to  feel  that  after  all  the  expose  that 
has  been  made  about  traffic  in  human 
misery,  I  owe  it  to  my  conscience  and 
to  the  Congress  to  try  to  put  up  a  little 
struggle  to  make  this  bill  a  better  one. 
When  I  see  the  words  “prevailing  wages 
in  a  particular  crop  and  a  particular 
area,”  I  say  to  myself,  “What  can  be 
wrong  about  that?  If  it  is  in  the  con¬ 
tract,  let  us  put  it  into  the  law,  because 
it  is  already  patently  clear  that  it  may 
not  be  in  the  contract.”  There  are  some 
very  shrewd  operators  in  this  country 
when  it  comes  to  making  a  quick  and 
fancy  dollar  off  someone’s  labor.  The 
junior  Senator  from  Minnesota  wants 
to  make  sure  that  the  operators  who 
have  never  been  an  honor  to  American 
agriculture,  but  are  exploiters  of  the  soil 
and  exploiters  of  humanity,  will  not  be 
given  a  chance  to  exploit  with  congres- 
sional  sanction.  I  am  suspicious  of 
those  people;  I  make  no  bones  about 
that.-  I  think  their  record  up  to  this 
time  condemns  them  as  having  trafficked 
in  human  misery. 

Mr.  President,  I  want  to  pay  my  com¬ 
pliments  to  the  Senator  from  New 
Mexico  [Mr.  Chavez]  who  made  a  bril¬ 
liant  fight  on  the  floor  with  reference 
to  the  whole  problem.  He  went  further 
than  I  have  gone.  I  say  the  bill  is  an 
improvement  over  what  we  had,  and  for 
that  reason  T  commend  the  chairman  of 
the  committee.  But  when  there  has 
been  a  record  of  trafficking  in  human¬ 
kind,  when  there  has  been  a  record  as 
bad  as  that  which  we  have  had  in  terms 
of  migratory  labor,  the  Congress  cannot 
be  too  careful. 

I  have  other  amendments.  I  shall 
not  call  them  up,  because  I  recognize 
the  fact  that  many  of  them  will  not  be 
agreed  to,  and  I  do  not  want  to  engage 
in  a  fruitless  search  for  an  extra  vote 
just  to  have  another  chance  to  make 


another  10-  or  15-minute  talk  on  an 
amendment.  But,  as  the  chairman  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Labor  Manage¬ 
ment  and  Relationships — and  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  and  Forestry  had 
a  perfect  right  to  go  into  it,  so  far  as  it 
applied  to  Mexican  workers — I  know  the 
migratory  labor  supply  needs  to  be 
checked  thoroughly,  not  only  in  terms 
of  the  law,  but  in  terms  of  conscience, 
in  terms  of  fair  play  for  fellow  Amer¬ 
icans. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  relieve  the  tension 
of  my  friends  and  associates  by  saying 
that  I  shall  not  bring  up  any  more 
amendments.  I  have  several  more  at 
hand.  I  merely  want  to  say  that  they 
were  discussed  in  my  minority  views.  I 
think  they  make  sense.  I  hope  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  will  administer  the  law 
on  the  basis  of  some  examination  of  the 
need;  and  I  commend  the  reading  of  the 
minority  views  to  the  Senators  who  are 
going  to  cast  their  vote  on  this  impor¬ 
tant  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  Will  the  Senator  be 
agreeable  to  inserting  in  place  of  the 
word  “area”  the  words  “at  the  time  and 
place  where  the  work  is  to  be  per¬ 
formed”? 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Yes;  I  accept  that 
modification.  I  wish  to  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida.  I  think  it  is  very 
appropriate. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senator  from  Minnesota,  as 
modified. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  may 
the  amendment  as  modified  be  stated? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  state  the  amendment  as  modi¬ 
fied. 

The  Chief  Clerk.  On  page  2,  line 
6,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  out  the  semi¬ 
colon,  and  add  the  following:  “to  be  em¬ 
ployed  at  a  wage  no  less  than  the  cur¬ 
rent  prevailing  rate  for  the  crop  at  the 
time  and  place  where  the  work  is  to  be 
performed.” 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
want  to  thank  the  Senator  from  Florida, 
who  has  been  a  great  help  in  making  this 
a  better  bill. 

Mr.  HOLLAND.  I  appreciate  the 
words  of  the  Senator.  So  far  as  Flor¬ 
ida  is  concerned,  there  is  not  a  single 
Mexican  laborer,  so  far  as  he  knows, 
that  comes  there.  But  we  want  the 
bill  to  be  a  sound  one.. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  With  the  legal 
talent  and  the  fine  spirit  of  justice  and 
fair  play  possessed  by  the  Senator  from 
Florida  and  my  friend  the  Senator  from 
New  Mexico,  and  the  Senator  from  Il¬ 
linois,  who  have  worked  to  make  this 
bill  a  better  bill,  along  with  the  firm 
but  temperate  judgment  and  resistance, 
at  times,  of  the  Senator  from  Louisiana, 
who  has  had  the  responsibility  for  the 
bill,  and  with  my  pushing  and  shoving, 
I  think  we  have  done  fairly  well,  and  I 
want  to  thank  my  friends. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  after 
that  eulogy,  may  the  clerk  again  read 
the  amendment? 


Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
meant  to  commend  the  Senator  from 
Nebraska,  too;  I  really  did. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Every¬ 
one  has  now  been  commending.  Does 
the  Senator  from  Minnesota  yield  time 
to  the  Senator  from  Nebraska? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I 
merely  ask  that  the  amendment  be  read 
again. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  again  state  the  amendment,  as 
modified. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  On  page  2, 
line  6,  it  is  proposed  to  strike  the  semi¬ 
colon  and  add  the  following :  “to  be  em¬ 
ployed  at  a  wage  no  less  than  the  cur¬ 
rent  prevailing  wage  rate  for  the  crop 
at  the  time  and  place  where  the  work  is 
to  be  performed.” 

Mi-.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  how 
much  time  do  I  have  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator’s  time  has  expired. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  should  like  to  take 
at  this  time  1  minute  of  the  time  allotted 
to  me  on  the  bill  itself.  I  am  entitled 
to  do  that. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  are 
we  to  vote  on  the  amendment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  First  I  desire 
to  say,  on  behalf  of  the  committe,  that 
I  shall  oppose  the  amendment  as  modi¬ 
fied.  As  I  tried  to  indicate  a  moment 
ago,  the  contracts  entered  into  between 
employers  in  our  country  and  employees 
from  Mexico  requires  that  the  prevailing 
wage  shall  be  paid  as  a  minimum.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  it  often  happens  that  in  most 
cases  the  actual  wage  is  fixed  in  the 
contracts  themselves.  When  it  comes 
to  an  interpretation  of  a  contract  in 
order  to  determine  how  much  liability 
exists  as  between  an  employer  and  a 
worker,  all  that  is  necessary  is  to  consult 
the  contract.  It  is  not  necessary  to  go 
into  questions  which  must  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  public  hearings.  - 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  the  Senate  to  re¬ 
ject  the  amendment  for  the  further  rea¬ 
son  that  if  in  the  future  it  should  be 
necessary  in  any  way  to  modify  the  pres¬ 
ent  contract,  particularly  with  reference 
to  wages,  it  would  be  necessary  to  amend 
the  law  itself  so  as  to  permit  future 
agreements  to  be  entered  into  between 
our  Government  and  the  Government  of 
Mexico.  I  plead  with  Senators  not  to 
attempt  to  write  parts  of  the  individual 
work  contract  into  law. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Is  there  any  more 
time  remaining? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  All  time 
for  debate  has  expired. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  from  Louisiana  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mi-.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  In  the  past,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  contracts  have  been  followed. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  In  other 
w-ords,  the  manner  of  obtaining  Mexican 
labor  was  by  contract,  the  terms  of 
which  are  agreed  upon  by  our  Govern¬ 
ment  and  the  Mexican  Government.  All 
the  terms  and  conditions  were  written 
Into  the  contracts. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  The  advice  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  was  obtained  in  the 
writing  of  the  contracts,  was  it  not? 


5094 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— SENATE 


May  7 


Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  but  the  reason 
for  the  offering  of  the  amendment  of  my 
friend  from  Minnesota  is  an  effort  to 
protect  our  domestic  labor. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  am  in  favor  of  that. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  But  I  say  that  we 
have  already  done  so  under  section  503. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  If  section  503  does  it, 
why  is  it  necessary  to  adopt  the  pending 
amendment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  do  so. 

That  is  why  I  am  asking  the  Senate 
not  to  adopt  the  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota,  as  modified. 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  before 
the  bill  is  finally  passed,  as  I  assume  it 
will  be,  on  behalf  of  the  junior  Senator 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman]  I  should 
like  to  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
printed  in  the  Record  at  this  point  the 
text  of  an  amendment  which  he  had  in¬ 
tended  to  offer  if  he  had  been  present,  as 
well  as  a  statement  which  he  had  pre¬ 
pared  pertaining  to  the  proposed  amend¬ 
ment. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  amend¬ 
ment  intended  to  be  proposed  by  the 
Senator  from  New  York  and  an  explan¬ 
atory  statement  were  ordered  to  be  print¬ 
ed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 

Amendment  Intended  To  Be  Proposed  by  Mr. 

Lehman  to  the  Bill  (S.  984)  To  Amend  the 

Agricultural  Act  of  1949 

On  page  2,  after  the  comma  in  line  2,  in¬ 
sert  the  words  “or  from  Puerto  Rico  or  Ha¬ 
waii.” 

On  page  3,  lines  22  and  23,  strike  out  the 
words  “in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20  per 
worker.” 

On  page  4,  line  24,  after  the  word  “Mexico”, 
Insert  the  words  “in  the  case  of  workers  from 
Mexico.” 

Statement  by  Senator  Lehman  on  His 

Amendment  To  Extend  the  Farm  Labor 

Bill  To  Cover  Agricultural  Workers  From 

Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii 

The  amendment  which  I  had  intended  to 
propose  had  I  been  present  in  the  Senate 
when  amendments  to  the  Farm  Labor  bill 
were  being  considered  is  designed  to  make 
sure  that  the  many  thousands  of  agricultural 
workers  who  are  recruited  and  brought  from 
Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii  to  work  in  the  fields 
of  the  continental  United  States  in  seasonal 
agricultural  work  receive  the  same  protection 
as  that  provided  by  the  bill  in  the  case  of 
workers  recruited  in  and  brought  from  the 
Republic  of  Mexico.  This  is  necessary  in 
order  to  protect  the  wages  and  living  stand¬ 
ards  of  these  workers.  It  is  also  essential  to 
protect  the  wages  and  living  conditions  of 
local  workers  and  to  prevent  unfair  competi¬ 
tive  disadvantages  against  the  employers  of 
such  local  workers. 

What  are  the  effects  of  my  amendment? 
The  first  is  that  a  field  of  useful  employment 
will  be  opened  up  to  the  very  large  numbers 
of -unemployed,  particularly  in  Puerto  Rico. 
As  I  pointed  out  in  my  statement  to  the 
Senate  on  April  27: 

“There  is  great  unemployment  in  Puerto 
Rico.  There  are  great  numbers  of  people  on 
that  island,  which  is  part  of  the  United 
States,  who  are  qualified  as  expert  farm 
laborers.  The  Federal  Government  con¬ 
tributes  heavily  in  relief  money  and  other 
Federal  grants-in-aid  to  assist  Puerto  Rico 


to  take  care  of  these  unemployed  farm 
workers.  It  would  seem  to  be  the  height  of 
sound  fiscal  practice,  as  well  as  sound  social 
practice,  to  bring  Puerto  Rican  workers  here 
to  supply  the  need  rather  than  to  bring 
workers  in  from  Mexico.  I  mean,  of  course, 
no  reflection  on  Mexico  or  on  the  necessity  of 
maintaining  the  closest  of  neighborly  rela¬ 
tions  .with  that  country.  This,  however,  is 
not  a  problem  in  foreign  relations,  but  a 
problem  in  agriculture  and  in  labor  condi¬ 
tions  in  our  own  country,  including  Puerto 
Rico.” 

If  my  amendment  is  agreed  to,  agricultural 
workers  from  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii  will 
have  the  benefit  of  the  reception  centers  to 
be  established  within  the  continental  United 
States  where  they  could  be  housed  while 
arrangements  are  being  made  for  their  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  continental  United  States. 
Costs  of  transportation  for  these  workers  to 
these  reception  centers  and  from  the  centers 
back  to  their  homes  upon  the  termination 
of  their  employment  would  be  paid  by  the 
Government,  with  the  employer  reimbursing 
the  Government  for  part  of  such  cost.  Sub¬ 
sistence,  emergency  medical  care  and  burial 
expense,  during  the  period  of  time  when  they 
are  being  transported  to  reception  centers 
and  while  at  the  centers  would  also  be  pro¬ 
vided. 

Of  particular  importance,  in  my  opinion, 
is  the  provision  under  which  these  workers 
would  receive  assistance  in  negotiation  for 
contracts  for  agricultural  employment.  They 
would  not  have  to  rely  as  they  frequently 
do  at  the  present  time,  on  their  own  individ¬ 
ual  bargaining,  but  would  have  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  the  appropriate  governmental 
agencies,  just  as  would  Mexican  workers 
under  the  provisions  of  the  bill.  The  Gov¬ 
ernment  would  be  required  to  guarantee  that 
Puerto  Rican  and  Hawaiian  workers  receive 
the  wages  and  transportation  to  which  they 
are  entitled  under  their  contracts  of  em¬ 
ployment. 

There  is  need  for  this  amendment,  it  seems 
to  me,  because  the  conditions  of  employment 
of  these  workers  in  agricultural  employment 
in  the  United  States  are  in  most  respects 
similar  to  those  under  which  Mexican  work¬ 
ers  are  employed  under  the  provisions  of  the 
bill.  In  fact,  there  is  special  need  to  make 
sure  that  these  workers  are  protected  since 
they,  unlike  the  Mexican  workers,  are  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  United  States  and  consideration 
of  their  welfare  should  come  first. 

I  should  like  to  point  out  that  the  effect 
of  my  amendment  is  limited  to  agricultural 
workers  recruited  from  Puerto  Rico  and  the 
Virgin  Islands.  The  Senator  from  New  Mex¬ 
ico  [Mr.  Chavez]  has  an  amendment  which 
would  extend  this  bill  to  farm  workers  in 
the  continental  United  States  as  well.  While 
I  agree  with  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
in  the  objective  he  seeks  to  accomplish — ■ 
namely,  to  assure  decent  working  conditions 
to  all  our  migratory  farm  workers,  domestic 
as  well  as  foreign — my  own  amendment  has 
a  more  modest  purpose.  Whatever  one  may 
think  our  policy  should  be  when  it  comes 
to  legislating  fair  labor  standards  for  farm 
workers — and  I  believe  that  sooner  or  later 
we  will  have  to  come  to  grips  with  this 
problem,  just  as  we  have  in  the  case  of  work¬ 
ers  employed  in  our  interstate  industries 
and  commerce — few  can  deny,  I  believe,  that 
workers  who  come  from  Puerto  Rico  and 
Hawaii  to  work  in  our  fields  and  help  us  har¬ 
vest  our  crops,  should  have  the  same  pro¬ 
tection  that  would  be  extended  by  this  bill 
to  Mexican  workers  who  are  brought  into 
the  United  States  for  the  same  purpose. 

The  amendment  is  of  particular  interest 
to  employers  of  agricultural  labor  in  the  State 
which  I  represent,  and  in  other  sections  of 
the  East  and  far  West.  In  my  opinion,  it  is 
a  very  necessary  one,  and  I  strongly  urge  the 
Senate  to  agree  to  its  adoption. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  on  be¬ 
half  of  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 


[Mr.  Chavez]  ,  I  also  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  to  have  printed  in  the  body  of  the 
Record  a  group  of  letters  addressed  to 
him  and  one  letter  addressed  to  the 
Senator  from  New  York  [Mr.  Lehman], 
as  well  as  one  article  from  the  Albuquer¬ 
que  Journal  of  May  3,  relating  to  the  de¬ 
bate  on  Senate  bill  984. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  matters 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

New  Mexico  State  Federation  of  Labor, 

Santa  Fe,  N.  Mex.,  May  5,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senator  from  New  Mexico, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator:  Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  letters 
6ent  to  New  Mexico  Representatives  Dempsey 
and  Fernandez. 

You  have  our  wires  stating  our  thinking 
and  position  on  Senate  bill  984.  Would 
you  please  give  study  to  this  letter  as  it  gives 
more  detail  of  our  thinking  in  this  matter. 

We  will  appreciate  your  assistance  and 
passage  of  favorable  amendments  to  Senate 
bill  984  and  House  bill  3283,  the  Pogue  bill, 
which  will  secure  employment  for  American 
citizens  before  the  importation  of  aliens  is 
resorted  to. 

Sincerely  yours, 

W.  S.  Roberts, 

Secretary-Treasurer,  New  Mexico 
State  Federation  of  Labor. 


May  5,  1951. 

Hon.  John  J.  Dempsey, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Sir  :  The  affiliate  members  of  the  New 
Mexico  State  Federation  of  Labor,  A.  F.  of  L., 
are  opposed  to  Senate  bill  No.  984,  introduced 
by  Senator  Ellender,  of  Louisiana,  and  H.  R. 
No.  3283,  the  Poage  bill,  in  their  original 
form. 

Our  information  is  that  amendments  have 
been  made  to  these  bills  to  permit  employ¬ 
ment  of  American  citizens  instead  of  Mexi¬ 
can  nationals  on  farm  jobs  at  fair  wages 
and  conditions  of  employment. 

We  would  appreciate  your  study,  consid¬ 
eration,  and  vote  in  favor  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  will  call  for  exhausting  the 
supply  of  labor  we  have  in  our  country  at 
fair  wages  and  conditions  of  employment 
before  any  importation  of  labor  from  out¬ 
side  the  continental  limits  is  called  for. 

Our  investigation  in  the  States  of  New 
Mexico  and  Texas  reveals  that  there  is  a 
large  supply  of  farm  labor  available  if  the 
above-mentioned  conditions  are  met.  Also 
our  investigation  shows  that  these  people 
imported  are  exploited  by  the  imposition  of 
low  wages,  high  cost  of  commissary  supplies, 
poor  housing  conditions,  and  limitations  of 
work.  And  further,  many  of  these  people 
leave  the  farms  illegally  and  infiltrate  into 
other  crafts,  trade,  and  industries  through¬ 
out  the  United  States,  which  is  injurious  to 
the  welfare  of  the  laboring  people  in  the 
United  States  of  America. 

We  suggest  that  a  complete  survey  be  made 
in  all  the  urban  and  rural  districts  in  all 
States,  and  laboring  people  in  these  districts 
be  contacted  through  sources  available  and 
a  program  be  submitted  to  them  by  the 
farmers  calling  for  fair  wages  and  conditions 
of  employment  in  the  agricultural  industry 
and  provisions  be  made  to  make  these  work¬ 
ers  mobile  for  transfer  from  district  to  dis¬ 
trict,  State  to  State  when  needed. 


c. 


The  immobile  seasonable  farm  worker  has 
become  a  blight  on  the  State,  county,  and 
cities  in  the  Southwest — living  in  squalor 
and  deplorable  conditions  injurious  to  the 
health,  moral,  and  general  welfare  of  our 
communities. 


This  worker  is  the  forgotten  citizen.  Im¬ 
portation  of  aliens  is  not  the  solution  to  the 
problem.  This  is  a  notice  to  other  countries 
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that  in  our  own  country  there  are  not  suf¬ 
ficient  people  who  will  degrade  themselves 
to  work  for  such  wages  and  under  such  con¬ 
ditions  of  employment.  However,  bur  Gov¬ 
ernment  believes  or  knows  that  our  neigh¬ 
bors  to  the  south  will  be  glad  to  accept  sub¬ 
standard  wages  and  our  farmers  are  glad  to 
offer  these  conditions.  And  our  Government 
is  a  party  to  this  exploitation. 

It  is  evident  with  farm  prices  set,  a  better 
standard  of  wages  can  be  absorbed  into  farm 
production  cost,  the  same  as  in  any  other 
enterprise,  and  thus  remedy  this  situation. 

The  New  Mexico  Employment  Security 
Commission  reports  employment  on  the  in¬ 
crease.  However,  thousands  of  workers  are 
registered  for  employment  for  suitable  work 
in" this  State  and  millions  of  others  through¬ 
out  the  United  States  of  America. 

Thanking  you  for  any  assistance  given  in 
this  matter,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

W.  S.  Roberts, 

Secretary-Treasurer,  New  Mexico 
State  Federation  of  Labor. 

Loving,  N.  Mex.,  April  10,  1951. 
Kon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez:  Herewith  you  will 
'find  enclosed  several  clippings  of  statements 
made  by  the  Honorable  President  of  our 
land,  Mr.  Truman. 

Senator,  just  a  few  words  to  urge  that 
you  oppose  the  importation  of  farm  laborers, 
for  the  reason  that  they  come  and  work  for 
lower  wages  and,  furthermore,  are  a  con¬ 
stant  threat  to  the  natives.  The  worst  part 
of  it  is  that  the  farmers  treat  them  like 
the  lowest  possible  type  of  people. 

I  have  read  many  contracts  signed  by  some 
of  these  workers  wherein  they  are  promised 
all  kinds  of  facilities,  all  of  which  are  false. 
There  have  been  cases  where  they  have 
been  given  water  from  the  Pecos  River  which 
you  know  is  very  salty.  And  the  most  they 
have  slept  in  on  wintry  days  is  the  harvest¬ 
ing  sacks  which  is  all  they  possess.  Also, 
among  the  immigration  agents  there  are 
many  who  are  cruel  to  these  poor  people. 

Well,  Senator,  if  you  want  the  names  of 
those  farmers,  I  will  be  happy  to  send  them 
at  the  moment  you  so  request.  And  this 
is  the  time  to  do  something  to  correct  this 
situation,  for  it  is  now  rumored  here  in  the 
Pecos  Valley  that  they  are  again  seeking 
foreign  workers  because  they  are  willing 
to  work  for  less  money.  This  was  told  to 
me  on  the  9th  of  April  by  a  planter. 

Awaiting  your  reply,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

Marcelino  Hernandez. 


Albuquerque,  N.  Mex., 

April  28,  1951. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez:  Allow  me  to  con¬ 
gratulate  you  on  your  vigorous  opposition  to 
the  importation  of  temporary  farm  laborers 
from  Mexico. 

It  is  impossible  to  improve  the  lot  of  the 
large  segment  of  Spanish-speaking  Ameri¬ 
cans  who  make  their  livelihood  from  farm 
larbor  as  long  as  these  temporary  workers 
are  allowed  to  be  exploited. 

I  have  seen  the  viciousness  of  such  a 
practice  in  New  Mexico  and  Texas.  It  takes 
its  worst  form  in  the  cotton  fields.  The 
contracts  spoken  about  are  absolutely  mean¬ 
ingless.  The  employers  and  their  supervisors 
cheat  these  illiterate  people  at  the  scales 
and  at  the  pay  table.  In  the  case  of  the 
large  farms  you  speak  of,  charge  accounts  for 
food  are  padded  and  exorbitant  prices 
charged  for  food. 


I  will  be  ready  to  give  of  my  time  and 
effort  when  you  come  up  for  reelection  in 
1952. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Vicente  T.  Ximenes,  Economist. 


American  Federation  of  the 
Physically  Handicapped,  Inc., 
Washington,  D.  C.,  May  5,  1951. 
Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez:  Any  citizen,  deeply 
concerned  with  the  necessity  of  seeing  to  it 
that  our  own  citizens  are  given  first  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  employment  prior  to  bringing  in 
nationals  of  other  countries,  could  do  no 
other  than  approve  and  applaud  your  battle 
on  the  wetback  issue. 

I  congratulate  you  with  all  my  heart  and 
hope  you  win. 

Sincerely, 

Paul  A.  Strachan,  President. 


Eastern  Suffolk  Cooperative.  Inc., 

Greenport,  N.  Y .,  April  19,  1951. 
Hon.  Herbert  H.  Lehman, 

United  States  Senate, 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Senator  Lehman:  On  April  9,  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  a  recent  inquiry  I  made  of  Com¬ 
mander  Edelstein  pertaining  to  farm  labor, 
he  wrote  giving  me  the  present  status  of 
certain  farm-labor  measures  now  before  the 
Congress,  also  enclosing  copies  of  the  Chavez- 
Yorty  and  Ellender-Poage  bills  and  copy  of 
your  letter  dated  March  15  to  Senator  Chavez. 

Today  we  had  a  meeting  of  our  board  of 
directors  at  which  time  we  carefully  con- ' 
sidered  the  Chavez  and  Ellender  bills  and 
other  data  which  Commander  Edelstein  so 
considerately  sent  along.  Without  exception 
or  dissention,  we  fully  subscribe  to  all  of 
your  recommendations  set  forth  in  your  let¬ 
ter  of  March  15  to  Senator  Chavez.  We 
strongly  favor  the  Chavez  bill  and  just  as 
strongly  oppose  the  Ellender  bill.  It  appears, 
even  on  the  first  reading,  that  Senator 
Chavez  thoroughly  understands  the  subject 
matter  not  only  from  the  employers’  angle 
but  also  from  the  employees’ — equal  protec¬ 
tion  is  afforded  to  all  concerned. 

During  World  War  II  we  established  two 
camps.  In  one  we  housed  migrant  labor  from 
the  South  and  in  the  other,  Jamaicans  and 
other  West  Indian  British  subjects.  One 
year,  in  this  camp,  we  housed  Mexicans. 
Since  the  war  we  have  continued  to  house 
southern  migrants  in  the  one  camp  and 
DP’s  or  Puerto  Ricans  in  the  other  camp. 
At  all  times  we  have  satisfactorily  met  all 
Federal,  State,  and  local  regulations  perti¬ 
nent  to  migrant  or  foreign  workers.  I  might 
add  that  the  records  will  show  that  the 
Eastern  Suffolk  Cooperative  enjoys  the  finest 
reputation  of  any  similar  organization  in  the 
State  of  New  York. 

Speaking  from  experience,  the  Chavez  bill 
incorporates  all  of  the  provisions  and  regu¬ 
lations  to  which  we  were  subject  during 
World  War  II,  to  which  we  are  accus¬ 
tomed  and  in  which  we  find  fio  hardship  or 
objection.  We  have  always  paid  our  migrant 
and  foreign  workers  the  prevailing  wage 
rates  established  in  our  community  and  will 
continue  to  do  so  in  the  future. 

On  behalf  of  the  entire  membership  of  the 
Eastern  Suffolk  Cooperative,  I  urge  you,  in 
no  uncertain  terms,  to  do  everything  in  your 
power  to  insure  the  passage  of  the  Chavez 
bill  and  the  defeat  of  the  Ellender  bill. 

I  thank  you  for  your  kind  and  considerate 
cooperation  and  assistance. 

Yours  very  sincerely, 

John  Laspia, 

Member,  Board  of  Directors. 
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[From  the  Albuquerque  Journal  of  May  3, 
1951] 

In  the  Capital 
(By  Mel  Mencher) 

FOREIGN  MIGRATORY  LABOR  BAN  PLAN  INTERESTS 
STATE 

Santa  Fe,  May  2. — The  report  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor, 
which  recommended  a  ban  on  the  use  of 
foreign  labor  until  all  American  agricul¬ 
tural  resources  are  tapped,  has  brought  sev¬ 
eral  outspoken  responses  from  New  Mexico 
sources,  who  are  watching  with  keen  in¬ 
terest  the  final  form  of  a  bill  now  being 
considered  by  Congress.  It  probably  will  be 
broader  than  the  Commission  recommended. 

The  cotton-growing  areas  in  the  State  have 
attacked  the  Commission  proposal  as  im¬ 
practical  and  unrealistic.  But  union  offi¬ 
cials  and  the  Catholic  Church  in  this  area 
have  applauded  the  findings. 

The  Commission  found  that  about  1,000,- 
000  persons  make  up  the  migratory  farm  la¬ 
bor  force  in  this  country.  Of  this  number, 
some  400,000  are  Mexican  nationals  who  have 
entered  this  country  illegally  to  obtain  farm 
work.  Usually  called  wetbacks  because 
many  of  them  swim  or  wade  through  the 
Rio  Grande  to  reach  the  United  States,  this 
large  labor  battalion  was  the  source  of  the 
Commission’s  major  objections. 

The  Commission  concluded  that  these 
laborers  are  depressing  the  wage  scale  of 
American  workers  who  are  without  jobs  or 
forced  to  take  low-paying  work  in  order  to 
meet  the  competition  of  the  wetbacks.  One 
Commission  member,  Archbishop  Robert 
Lucey,  of  San  Antonio,  said  an  immediate 
decision  is  necessary  since  agricultural  work 
is  shot  through  with  unemployment. 

But  officials  in  Eddy  and  Chaves  Coun¬ 
ties  don't  agree.  They  feel  the  cotton  crops 
in  New  Mexico  will  rot  on  the  ground  unless 
the  gates  are  opened  to  Mexican  labor.  The 
chairman  of  the  Chaves  County  Farm  Bu¬ 
reau’s  labor  committee,  E.  K.  Patterson,  said : 

"I  don’t  know  what  we  will  do  if  we 
don’t  get  Mexican  workers  into  Chaves 
County.  There  aren’t  enough  machines,  and 
local  and  migrant  labor  is  entirely  inade¬ 
quate.” 

Agreeing  with  this  stand  was  the  Eddy 
County  farm  agent,  Dallas  Rierson,  who  said 
that  farmers  in  his  area  would  be  up  against 
it  unless  the  Mexican  nationals  are  permitted 
to  work  in  the  region. 

The  problem  of  foreign  labor  is  fairly 
recent.  Until  the  war  years  changed  man¬ 
power  conditions  in  the  country,  migratory 
farm  workers  from  the  Midwest  were  used 
to  harvest  crops  in  areas  that  had  seasonal 
work.  But  with  the  coming  of  the  draft 
and  higher  wages  in  war  industries,  workers 
left  the  migratory  labor  force.  To  fill  in 
this  vacuum,  southwestern  farmers  began 
importing  Mexican  nationals  who  in  turn 
were  pushed  into  migratory  work  by  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  in  Mexico. 

This  tide  started  northward  in  1942  and 
1943.  Nothing  much  was  done  to  halt  the 
wholesale  illegal  entry  of  Mexican  nationals. 
This  use  of  Mexican  national  labor  con¬ 
tinued  during  the  war.  At  the  war’s  end, 
when  most  people  expected  it  to  stop  as 
workers  returned  to  their  prewar  jobs,  the 
wetback  tide  still  continued. 

New  Mexico  got  its  share,  and  it  Is  still 
getting  it.  The  late  Federal  district  judge 
in  New  Mexico,  Colin  Neblett,  described  the 
early  tide  as  a  “bad  situation.”  He  said 
the  60  to  90  wetbacks  he  had  in  court  every 
month  probably  represented  only  10  percent 
of  the  number  that  actually  crossed  into  the 
State.  Neblett  said  the  farmers  told  him 
that  “they’ll  lose  their  crops  unless  they  can 
hire  these  men.” 

Neblett’s  successor,  Judge  Carl  Hatch,  has 
inherited  what  he  described  recently  as  a 
“pitiful  situation.” 
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“The  men  need  the  work  and  the  farmers 
claim  they  need  the  men,”  he  said.  He 
described  the  problem  as  “peculiar  and  dif¬ 
ficult,”  and  added  that  there  “doesn’t  seem 
to  be  any  progress  in  changing  the  situation.” 

For  some  reason,  and  Hatch  said  he  had 
no  idea  of  the  cause,  there  have  been  far 
less  wetbacks  in  his  court  so  far  this  year 
as  compared  with  similar  periods  in  1950. 
In  March  of  this  year  arrests  totaled  26.  A 
year  ago  in  March  81  were  arrested  and  sen¬ 
tenced  to  the  usual  30  days  at  the  Federal 
prison  farm  near  El  Paso. 

Abe  Jones,  the  assistant  State  labor  com¬ 
missioner,  has  some  criticisms  of  the  use  of 
wetbacks.  He  says  that  the  State  labor 
office  is  never  consulted  about  the  need  for 
farm  workers.  Bequests  are  made  only  to 
the  Federal  Employment  Commission.  This 
takes  the  problem  out  of  the  State’s  hands, 
and  it  also  does  not  allow  the  State  to 
exercise  any  control  over  hiring  and  working 
conditions. 

He  has  in  his  files  several  complaints 
relayed  to  the  State  office  from  the  Mexi¬ 
can  consul  that  Mexican  workers  were  ar¬ 
rested  in  this  State  and  shipped  back  to 
Mexico  before  they  were  paid  for  their  work. 
Jones  says  his  office  cannot  do  anything  about 
collecting. 

The  President’s  Commission  also  found 
that  in  October  some  150,000  children  under 
15  were  engaged  in  migratory  work.  School 
population  figures  for  this  State  in  that 
month  are  considerably  under  the  attendance 
totals  for  January  and  February,  despite  the 
existence  in  New  Mexico  of  compulsory  school 
laws. 

Mr.  DOUGLAS.  Mr.  President,  I 
should  like  to  congratulate  the  Senator 
from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Ellender]  for  the 
very  able  way  in  which  has  has  steered 
the  bill  and  for  the  gracious  manner  in 
which  he  has  accepted  amendments.  If 
he  were  of  a  different  disposition,  he 
might  have  resented  some  of  the  amend¬ 
ments  which  were  offered.  He  has  re¬ 
ceived  them  in  a  very  gracious  spirit.  I 
believe  the  result  is  largely  due  to  his 
fine  work,  and  I  wish  to  express  my  ap¬ 
preciation  of  it. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  I 
associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  the 
Senator  from  Illinois,  because  he  has  ex¬ 
pressed  exactly  what  I  feel  with  reference 
to  the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Agriculture  and  Forestry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment,  the  question 
is  on  the  engrossment  and  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
for  a  third  reading,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  the  final  passage  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  Mr.  President,  I  be¬ 
lieve  I  am  in  control  of  the  time  in 
opposition  to  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Nebraska  yield  me  10  min¬ 
utes? 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  yield  10  minutes  to 
the  Senator  from  North  Dakota. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  a  few 
moments  ago  the  distinguished  junior 
Senator  from  Minnesota  said  that  he  de¬ 
sired  every  Senator  to  read  the  minority 
views  on  the  bill.  I  ask  every  farmer  in 
the  Northwest  to  read  the  minority  views. 


Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  minority  views 
be  printed  in  full  in  the  Record  at  this 
point  in  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  minority 
views  to  accompany  Senate  bill  984  were 
ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Minority  Views  To  Accompany  S.  984 
(S.  Rept.  No.  214) 

This  bill,  S.  984,  was  favorably  reported 
by  the  committee,  after  hearings,  but  before 
the  issuance  of  the  report  of  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Migratory  Labor  on  April  7, 
1951. 

The  President’s  Commission  was  created  in 
June  1950  to  inquire,  among  other  matters. 
Into — 

(a)  social,  economic,  health,  and  educa¬ 
tional  conditions  among  migratory  workers, 
both  alien  and  domestic,  in  the  United 
States; 

(b)  problems  created  by  the  migration  of 
workers,  for  temporary  employment,  into  the 
United  States,  pursuant  to  the  immigration 
laws  or  otherwise; 

(c)  whether  sufficient  numbers  of  local 
and  migratory  workers  can  be  obtained  from 
domestic  sources  to  meet  agricultural  labor 
needs  and,  if  not,  the  extent  to  which  the 
temporary  employment  of  foreign  workers 
may  be  required  to  supplement  the  domestic 
labor  supply. 

The  Commission  held  12  public  hearings 
in  Brownsville,  Tex.;  El  Paso,  Tex.;  Phoenix, 
Ariz.;  Los  Angeles,  Calif.;  Portland,  Oreg.; 
Fort  Collins,  Colo.;  Memphis,  Tenn.;  Sagi¬ 
naw,  Mich.;  Trenton,  N.  J.;  West  Palm  Beach, 
Fla.;  and  two  in  Washington,  D.  C.  The 
hearings  comprised  26  volumes  available  to 
the  public.  The  published  report  of  the 
Commission  comes  to  188  pages. 

The  findings  of  the  Commission  bear  di¬ 
rectly  upon  the  legislation  under  considera¬ 
tion. 

There  is  no  doubt  but  that  it  would  be 
far  preferable  had  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  the  Senate  had  opportunity  to 
study  the  report  of  the  Commission  before 
voting  and  considering  this  bill. 

The  reason  given  for  proceeding  on  this 
bill  at  this  time  is  the  urgency  to  enact  leg¬ 
islation  to  enable  importation  of  Mexican 
agricultural  workers  beyond  June  31,  1951. 

The  minority,  after  considering  this  bill 
In  the  light  of  the  Commission’s  report,  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  problem  of  migratory  labor  is 
an  interrelated  one,  and  affects  workers 
within  the  United  States  and  in  other  coun¬ 
tries  as  well.  It  should  be  studied  in  its 
broad  ramifications  and  comprehensively 
rather  than  by  piecemeal  legislation  such  as 
this.  The  Committee  on  Labor  and  Public 
Welfare  through  its  Subcommittee  on  Labor 
and  Labor-Management  Relations,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  Legislative  Reorganiza¬ 
tion  Act,  has  no w  begun  such  a  study  with 
a  view  to  legislation.  The  interests  of  the 
United  States  and  of  American  workers  would 
be  best  protected  were  the  Congress  to  ap¬ 
proach  the  problem  of  migratory  labor  in 
such  a  perspective.  We  would  far  prefer, 
therefore,  to  have  this  bill  delayed  until  the 
Congress  is  prepared  to  consider  and  enact 
comprehensive  manpower  legislation. 

Within  the  limits  of  S.  984  and  its  lim¬ 
ited  objectives,  the  minority,  in  the  light  of 
the  Commission  report,  has  certain  modifica¬ 
tions  and  amendments  to  present  which  are 
presented  here  in  topical  form. 

The  fundamental  legislative  assumption 
behind  this  bill  is  that  an  agricultural  labor 
shortage  exists  which  requires  the  immedi¬ 
ate  importation  of  foreign  labor  for  its  relief. 
The  majority  in  describing  the  background 
of  the  legislation  under  consideration  ob¬ 
serves  that — 

“Throughout  World  War  II  and  since  the 
termination  of  hostilities,  it  has  been  neces¬ 


sary  to  import  agricultural  workers  from  for¬ 
eign  countries  in  order  to  assist  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  adequate  supplies  of  food  and 
fiber  for  domestic  consumption  in  the  United 
States  and  for  export.” 

The  report  of  the  President’s  Commission 
bears  this  out,  but  the  startling  finding  of 
the  Commission  in  this  matter  is ;  “From  1945 
through  1948,  we  employed  a  continuously 
larger  hired  labor  force  even  though  our  work 
requirement  (total  man-hours)  was  gradu¬ 
ally  declining.  In  other  words,  we  have  been 
using  more  workers  to  achieve  the  same  or 
slightly  less  work,  and  have  thereby  been  re¬ 
ducing  the  work  contribution  per  worker. 
This  fact  is  strikingly  reflected  in  the  amount 
of  employment  received  per  hired  farm 
worker: 

“Days  of  farm  yiork 
per  farm  worker 
“1946 _  113 

1947  _  106 

1948  _ 104 

1949  _  90” 

The  Commission  comments,  “The  migra¬ 
tory  worker  gets  so  little  work  that  for  him 
employment  is  only  incidental  to  unemploy¬ 
ment.” 

It  is  the  view  of  the  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion  that  the  human  resource  in  agriculture 
is  used  extravagantly.  However,  the  Com¬ 
mission  recognizes  that  more  efficient  utili¬ 
zation  of  agricultural  labor  will  take  time, 
that  it  cannot  be  expected  to  occur  in  a  few 
weeks  or  months.  Accordingly,  it  makes  di¬ 
vergent  recommendations  with  respect  to  the 
importation  of  foreign  workers,  one  recom¬ 
mendation  for  the  short-run  and  one  recom¬ 
mendation  for  the  long-run.  For  1951,  it 
recommends  that  “No  special  measures  be 
adopted  to  increase  the  number  of  alien  con¬ 
tract  laborers  beyond  the  number  admitted 
in  1950.”  For  the  long-run  it  recommends 
that  “Future  efforts  be  directed  toward  sup¬ 
plying  agricultural  labor  needs  with  our  own 
workers  and  elimiating  dependence  on  for¬ 
eign  labor.” 

The  finding  of  the  President’s  Commission 
with  respect  to  the  underutilization  of  agri¬ 
cultural  manpower  corroborates  the  research 
of  the  staff  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  the 
Economic  Report  which  published  its  find¬ 
ings  in  a  joint  committee  print.  Underem¬ 
ployment  of  Rural  Families,  February  2,  1951. 
The  staff  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  the  Eco¬ 
nomic  Report  was  concerned  with  farm 
workers  as  a  whole  rather  than  primarily 
migrant  workers.  Through  analysis  of  five 
groups  of  low-income  farm  workers  it  reached 
the  conclusion: 

“If  the  workers  in  these  five  groups  of  rural 
families  could  be  employed  at  jobs  where 
they  would  produce  as  much  as  the  average 
worker  on  the  medium-sized  commercial 
family  farm  or  the  average  rural  nonfarm 
worker,  the  production  and  output  of  rural 
people  would  be  increased  20  to  25  percent. 
This  is  the  equivalent  of  adding  2,500,000 
workers  to  the  total  labor  force.” 

If  there  is  any  justification  to  the  bill, 
therefore!  it  is  to  meet  an  immediate,  tem¬ 
porary  need.  Considered  in  the  restricted 
terms  in  which  its  sponsor  put  forward  the 
bill,  certain  further  changes  may  be  made 
in  S.  984  to  incorporate  certain  of  the  find¬ 
ings  of  the  President’s  Commission.  It  is  be¬ 
lieved  that  proposed  changes  might  usefully 
be  considered  against  four  broad  criteria : 

(1)  That  the  Mexican  importation  pro¬ 
gram  be  carried  out  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
minimize  detriment  to  American  workers. 

(2)  That  devises  be  strengthened  for  as¬ 
suring  that  both  parties  to  the  individual 
work  contract — employer  and  employee — will 
live  up  to  their  agreements. 

(3)  That  more  effective  measures  be  taken 
to  meet  the  wetback  problem. 

(4)  That  the  cost  to  the  public  of  the 
Mexican  importation  program  be  kept  to  a 
minimum. 
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With  respect  to  the  first  proposition,  cer¬ 
tain  further  changes  in  S.  984  suggest  them¬ 
selves.  Section  503  of  the  committee  hill 
provides  that  foreign  workers  may  be  made 
available  where  the  Director  of  State  Em¬ 
ployment  Security  for  the  area  of  use  ha3 
determined  and  certified  that  willing,  able, 
and  qualified  domestic  workers  are  not  avail¬ 
able  for  employment  at  the  time  and  place 
needed. 

In  substituting  the  director  of  State  em¬ 
ployment  for  the  United  States  Secretary  of 
Labor,  S.  984  makes  an  abrupt  departure 
from  past  immigration  policy.  Under  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  1917  immigration  law  contract 
laborers  are  not  admissible  to  the  United 
States  except  under  discretionary  powers 
granted  the  Commissioner  General  of  Immi¬ 
gration  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  Labor.  In  our  view,  it  would  be  a  step 
backward  to  change  this  and  to  call  for  cer¬ 
tification  by  the  State  director  of  employ¬ 
ment.  In  our  American  economy  we  have  a 
national  market.  This  is  true  of  labor  in 
the  same  way  it  is  true  of  automobiles  and 
radios.  To  propose  State  determination 
labor  shortage  is  the  same  as  to  propose 
State  autonomy  in  tariff  matters.  A  labor 
shortage  must  be  determined  from  a  na¬ 
tional  perspective. 

In  order  that  all  interested  groups  may 
have  the  opportunity  of  effectively  express¬ 
ing  their  views  as  to  the  need  for  foreign 
workers,  it  is  proposed  that  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  hold  public  hearings  in  areas  of  alleged 
labor  shortage.  In  this  way  he  may  receive 
the  advice  oLall  interested  parties. 

Inasmuch  as  a  labor  supply  is  necessarily 
determined  in  terms  of  the  attractiveness  or 
unattractiveness  of  the  employment  offer,  it 
is  clearly  impossible  to  know  whether  or  not 
a  shortage  of  domestic  workers  exists  until 
domestic  workers  have  been  offered  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  employment  extended  to 
foreign  workers.  It  might  at  first  be  thought 
that  domestic  workers  customarily  were  of¬ 
fered  terms  and  conditions  of  employment 
comparable  to  those  offered  foreign  and  off¬ 
shore  workers.  The  findings  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  in  this  matter  is  quite 
the  opposite.  The  Commission  observes: 
“*  *  *  employers,  as  a  rule,  refuse  to  ex¬ 
tend  to  *  *  *  [domestic  migratory 

workers]  the  guaranties  they  give  to  alien 
workers  whom  they  import  under  contract. 
These  include  guaranties  of  employment, 
workmen’s  compensation,  medical  care, 
standards  of  sanitation,  and  payment  of  the 
cost  of  transportation.” 

We  believe  further  protection  should  be 
given  domestic  workers  under  the  Mexican 
importation  plrogram  by  adding  the  re¬ 
quirement,  before  certifying  the  need  for 
foreign  workers,  that  reasonable  efforts  will 
have  been  made  to  secure  American  workers 
for  the  employment.  This  further  empha¬ 
sizes  the  important  role  of  the  Farm  Place¬ 
ment  Service  of  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  in  assisting  workers  to  find 
employment. 

S.  984  exempts  workers  brought  in  under 
its  provisions  from  the  Federal  old-age  and 
survivors  insurance  provisions  of  the  Social 
Security  Act. 

The  bill  amends  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code  so  as  to  exclude  the  service  performed 
by  such  workers  from  the  contribution  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  law  as  well  as  from  the  benefit 
provisions  of  the  insurance  program  under 
the  Social  Security  Act.  Both  the  employer 
and  the  employee  are  exempted  from  the 
social-security  tax. 

Under  the  amendments  to  the  Social  Se¬ 
curity  Act,  enacted  by  the  Congress  in  1950, 
a  limited  group  of  “regularly  employed”  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  were  brought  in  under  the 
insurance  provisions  effective  January  1, 1951. 
In  order  for  an  agricultural  worker  and  his 
employer  to  become  subject  to  the  insurance 
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contributions,  an  individual  must  work  for 
one  employer  for  at  least  60  days  each  out 
of  two  consecutive  quarters,  before  any  of 
his  agricultural  work  becomes  subject  to  the 
contribution  provisions  of  the  insurance  pro¬ 
gram.  In  most  cases,  it  will  be  necessary  for 
an  individual  to  work  6  to  8  months  for  one 
agricultural  employer  before  any  of  his  agri¬ 
cultural  work  will  be  subject  to  contribu¬ 
tions  under  the  insurance  program.  Due  to 
the  relatively  short  period  of  time  that  Mexi¬ 
can  contract  workers  work  for  a  single  em¬ 
ployer,  very  few  of  them  will  meet  the  strin¬ 
gent  requirements  of  the  new  law  and  con¬ 
sequently  very  few  of  them  and  their  em¬ 
ployers  will  be  subject  to  the  social-security 
contributions.  It  is  estimated  that  not  more 
than  3,000  to  5,000  Mexican  workers  would 
become  subject  to  the  social-security  pro¬ 
visions  under  the  terms  of  the  proposed  pro¬ 
gram  and,  of  course,  if  all  of  the  Mexican 
agricultural  labor  brought  into  this  country 
return  to  Mexico  within  about  5  or  6  months, 
there  would  be  none  of  the  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  who  would  become  subject  to  the 
contribution  provisions  of  the  insurance  pro¬ 
gram. 

But  it  is  still  true  that  the  exclusion  of 
Mexican  workers  from  the  insurance  pro¬ 
gram  could  result  in  the  hiring  of  such 
workers  in  preference  to  American  workers 
since  their  employers  would  have  the  com¬ 
petitive  advantage  of  not  paying  social-se¬ 
curity  contributions  and  it  appears  to  be 
undesirable  to  give  employers,  as  a  matter 
of  general  congressional  policy,  a  financial 
incentive  to  hiring  foreign  labor  as  against 
hiring  domestic  labor. 

The  major  issue,  therefore,  that  is  raised 
by  the  provision  exempting  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  from  the  social-security  provisions  of 
the  law  is  a  matter  of  fundamental  princi¬ 
ple  and  national  policy.  Since  its  enactment 
in  1935,  the  insurance  program  under  the 
Social  Security  Act  has  covered  individuals 
in  specific  types  of  jobs  in  the  United  States 
without  regard  to  the  nationality  of  the  in¬ 
dividual.  It  should  be  noted  that  social- 
insurance  systems  in  a  number  of  foreign 
countries,  including  Mexico,  do  not  discrim¬ 
inate  against  American  nationals  performing 
services  in  covered  employment.  Ths  prin¬ 
ciple  of  nondiscrimination  as  between  the 
United  States  nationals  and  the  nations  of 
other  countries  has  been  advocated  and  en¬ 
dorsed  by  the  International  Labor  Organiza¬ 
tion,  by  numerous  representatives  of  social- 
security  institutions  of  various  countries, 
and  by  the  Inter-American  Committee  on 
Social  Security.  A  change  in  this  policy 
which  would  establish  the  principle  of  ex¬ 
clusion  because  of  nationality  may  eventu¬ 
ally  result  in  more  harm  than  good  because 
of  the  possibility  of  criticism  arising  against 
the  United  States  for  discrimination  in  the 
application  of  its  social  laws.  Such  criticism 
would  not  be  in  the  long-run  interest  of  the 
United  States  in  world  affairs. 

One  of  the  reasons  given  for  supporting 
the  exemption  in  the  proposed  bill  is  that 
the  employee  should  not  be  required  to  pay 
the  payroll  tax  if  he  is  not  going  to  become 
eligible  for  any  social-security  benefits.  This 
difficulty  can  be  overcome  by  the  employer 
paying  the  employee  contribution  as  well 
as  his  own,  without  deducting  the  employee 
contribution  from  the  employee’s  wages. 
This  policy  is  permitted  under  the  present 
law. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  many  Mex¬ 
ican  nationals  are  already  covered  under 
the  insurance  program  and  will  continue 
to  be  covered  under  the  insurance  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  future.  Mexican  nationals 
who  come  to  the  United  States  for  employ¬ 
ment  and  work  in  jobs  covered  under  the 
insurance  system  have  been  covered  under 
the  program  since  it  first  began  in  1937. 
Many  Mexican  nationals  employed  in  the 


manufacturing  industry,  canning,  service 
trades,  and  domestic  service  are  now  con¬ 
tributing  to  the  insurance  system.  The 
exemption  of  one  group  of  Mexican  workers 
while  retaining  coverage  for  other  groups 
of  Mexican  workers  would  introduce  un¬ 
desirable  discrimination.  If  the  employ¬ 
ment  is  rendered  within  the  United  States 
the  present  law  provides  for  contributions 
being  paid  on  such  service  and  benefits 
being  paid  to  Mexican  nationals  and  their 
families  even  though  they  may  be  residing 
in  Mexico.  At  the  present  time  the  Social 
Security  Administration  is  making  payments 
to  Mexican  nationals  residing  in  Mexico  based 
upon  the  employment  contributions  made 
for  service  under  the  law. 

If,  despite  these  various  considerations,  the 
Congress  is  of  the  opinion  that  some  special 
arrangements  should  be  made  on  behalf  of 
Mexican  nationals  brought  into  the  United 
States  for  short-term  employment,  it  is  sug¬ 
gested  that  consideration  be  given  to  the 
desirability  of  transferring  the  contribu¬ 
tions  made  on  behalf  of  the  Mexican  con¬ 
tract  workers  to  the  Mexican  Social  Insur¬ 
ance  Institute.  Such  an  arrangement  would 
be  consistent  with  a  sound  policy  of  inter¬ 
national  cooperation  of  nondiscrimination 
of  nationals  ,to  other  countries  and  eliminate 
any  contention  of  giving  an  incentive  to 
employment  of  foreign  nationals  to  the 
detriment  of  domestic  labor. 

Before  embarking  upon  a  policy  which 
may  have  far-reaching  implications  and  ad¬ 
verse  effects  upon  the  insurance  program 
and  upon  our  foreign  policy,  it  is  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  exemption  provision  in  the 
bill  be  deleted  pending  the  final  determina¬ 
tion  of  a  long-run  policy  in  keeping  with 
the  principles  upon  which  our  social-insur¬ 
ance  program  has  been  based  in  the  past. 

“Notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of 
law  or  regulation”  S.  984  exempts  employers 
of  Mexican  workers  from  posting  bond  to 
guarantee  departure  of  these  workers.  It  is 
understandable  how  the  committee  recom¬ 
mended  this  step.  It  received  much  testi¬ 
mony  on  the  expense  and  the  frequent  un¬ 
fairness  to  employers  of  the  bond  require¬ 
ment.  Employers  testified  before  the  com¬ 
mittee  that  under  the  existing  provision  of 
the  law  they  were  required  to  post  bond  to 
guarantee  departure  of  the  worker,  yet 
they  did  not  have  it  within  their  power  to 
hold  the  worker  to  employment.  If  the 
worker  took  it  in  mind  to  walk  off  some 
night,  there  was  no  way  that  they  could 
stop  him. 

Important  as  this  factor  is  in  determining 
policy  on  this  question,  certain  other  con¬ 
siderations  need  to  be  taken  into  account. 
While  it  is  true  that  the  employer  does  not 
have  the  power  to  compel  the  worker  to 
remain  in  his  employment,  the  President’s 
Commission  found  that  there  tended  to  be 
correlation  over  a  period  of  years  in  the 
rate  of  desertions  from  employers.  The 
Commission  found  that — 

“Desertions  from  individual  contracting 
employers  range  from  as  low  as  4  percent  to 
as  high  as  50  percent.  Moreover,  it  is  noted 
that  there  is  a  tendency  for  those  employers 
having  a  high  desertion  rate  in  1  year  also 
to  have  a  high  desertion  rate  the  next.  We 
interpret  this  to  mean  that  desertions  from 
contract  vary  with  individual  management 
and  working  conditions.  Where  these  are 
good,  the  desertions  are  low.” 

While  such  correlation  could  not  be  taken 
to  explain  each  individual  desertion,  the 
evidence  of  continuing  high  desertion  rates 
from  some  employers  and  continuing  low 
dessertion  rates  from  other  employees  is  so 
striking,  that  a  relationship  between  deser¬ 
tion  and  working  conditions  would  seem  in¬ 
escapable.  Accordingly,  we  are  of  the  view 
that  while  it  is  appropriate  to  recognize  that 
no  employer  has  it  wholly  within  his  power 
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to  guarantee  contract  workers  remaining  in 
employment,  that  he  does,  however,  have  a 
measure  of  control  in  this  respect. 

In  discussion  of  the  Mexican  contract,  it 
is  useful  briefly  to  note  practice  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  bond  requirement  for  other  for¬ 
eign  workers  and  for  Mexican  workers  in 
earlier  years.  On  this  point,  the  President’s 
Commission  observes: 

“These  bonds,  for  -Eritish  West  Indians, 
have  been  as  high  as  $500  per  head.  For 
Mexicans,  the  bond  is  now  $25  per  head.  For 
Bahamians,  it  is  $50;  for  Jamaicans,  $100.  In. 
1950,  the  bond  for  Mexicans  was  set  at  $50, 
but  under  pressure  from  employers,  the 
amount  was  reduced  to  $25.” 

If  the  bond  provision  for  Mexican  workers 
were  altogether  removed,  the  present  in¬ 
equity  in  the  differing  sizes  of  these  bond 
recuirements  would  be  further  heightened. 

Eefore  considering  abandonment  of  the 
bond  requirement,  it  is  appropriate  to  ex¬ 
amine  the  thinking  which  led  to  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  provision  originally.  The  1917 
immigration  law  was  concerned  with  pro¬ 
tecting  the*etandards  and  conditions  of  work 
for  American  workers  from  the  competition 
c?  cheaper  immigrant  labor.  It,  therefore, 
H"  tly  prohibited  admission  of  contract  labor, 
tut  to  provide  for  unusual  or  emergency  sit- 
wtions  granted  discretionary  authority  to 
the  Commissioner  General  of  Immigration 
with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
for  temporary  admission  of  such  labor.  In 
cvder  to  regulate  and  control  the  temporary 
admission  of  otherwise  inadmissible  aliens, 
the  act  called  for  the  exaction  of  bonds.  In¬ 
asmuch  as  we  are  today  still  vitally  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  protection  of  the  standards 
for  American  workers,  we  believe  that  when 
exception  is  made  and  emergency  importa¬ 
tion  of  contract  labor  permitted  that  it 
should  be  accompanied  by  regulatory  and 
controlling  devices.  We  are,  therefore,  con¬ 
vinced  that  it  would  be  unwise  to  abandon 
this  protection  to  American  workers. 

In  order  to  assure  effective  and  satisfacto¬ 
ry  contract  operations,  it  is  fundamental 
that  both  parties  to  a  contract  live  up  to 
the  obligations  assumed.  One  of  the  com¬ 
plaints  of  the  Government  of  Mexico  has 
been  the  unsatisfactoriness  of  measures 
taken  in  the  past  to  assure  that  United 
States  employers  will  live  up  to  the  terms  of 
the  individual  work  contract.  Accordingly, 
it  will  be  noted  that  S.  984  provides  that  the 
United  States  Government  guarantee  “per¬ 
formance  by  employers  of  privisions  of  such 
contracts  relating  to  the  payment  of  wages 
or  the  furnishing  of  transportation.”  We 
are  of  the  view  that  this  provision  should  be 
broadened  to  include  other  payments  due 
under  such  contracts.  Similarly,  it  is  felt 
appropriate  to  ask  the  Government  of  Mex¬ 
ico  to  take  such  measures  as  it  deems  ap¬ 
propriate  to  assure  that  workers  coming  to 
the  United  States  under  this  program,  will 
honor  their  obligations  under  the  contract. 

In  order  to  assure  more  satisfactory  per¬ 
formance  on  the  part  of  both  parties  to  the 
individual  work  contracts,  we  believe  that 
the  grievance  machinery  should  be  material¬ 
ly  strengthened.  The  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion  found  that — 

“The  lack  of  an  appropriate  way  of  resolv¬ 
ing  employer-worker  differences  is  one  of  the 
main  reasons  for  a  large  proportion  of  Mex¬ 
ican  nationals  returning  home  before  the 
completion  of  their  contracts  or  simply  de¬ 
serting  or  skipping  their  contracts.” 

Existing  conciliation  machinery  is  not  ade¬ 
quate.  The  President’s  Commission  ob¬ 
serves  : 

“Complaints  alleging  violation  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  work  contract  may  be  initiated  in 
three  ways:  Officially  by  the  United  States 
Employment  Service  or  privately  by  either 
worker  or  employer.  If  an  officially  initiated 
complaint  is  not  adjusted,  the  Mexican  con¬ 
sulate  is  called  in  for  a  joint  investigation. 
Complaints  from  workers  may  be  received 


by  the  United  States  Employment  Service  or 
submitted  through  the  appropriate  Mexican 
consulate.  Complaints  by  employers  are  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  United  States  Employment 
Service.  On  all  types  of  complaints  the 
Mexican  consulate  may  be  called  in  for  joint 
investigation  and  determination. 

“As  a  matter  of  practice,  we  find  that  while 
employers  may  refer  some  complaints  to  the 
United  States  Employment  Service,  workers’ 
complaint  are  ordinarily  referred  initially  to 
the  Mexican  consulate.  Let  it  be  borne  in 
mind  that  this  conciliation  procedure  is 
contained  in  the  international  agreement  (in 
English,  which  the  typical  Mexican  worker 
cannot  read)  but  is  incorporated  only  by 
reference  in  the  individual  work  contract 
(where  the  Spanish-reading  Mexican  worker 
finds  out  in  Spanish  that  there  is  a  concilia¬ 
tion  procedure  available  to  him  if  he  could 
read  English) .” 

In  1950,  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  had  nine  inspectors  detailed  to  han¬ 
dle  grievances  under  the  Mexican  program. 
This  number  has  recently  been  increased  to 
15,  but  this  still  seems  altogether  inadequate. 
We  again  quote  the  report  of  the  President’s 
Commission : 

“For  the  farm  employer  or  association  of 
farm  employers,  the  conciliation  provision 
may  be  somewhat  more  adequate  than  it  is 
for  the  foreign  workers  with  a  language 
handicap  in  a  strange  land.  To  expect  the 
Mexican  contract  worker  to  locate  one  of  the 
nine  United  States  Employment  Service  in¬ 
spectors  or  to  relay  his  complaint  to  them 
through  the  State  employment  service  is  to 
expect  more  than  is  within  his  capability. 
Consequently,  if  he  can  get  in  touch  with  the 
Mexican  consulate,  that  is  about  the  best  he 
can  do.  This  cumbersome  and  complicated 
procedure,  involving  several  Government 
agencies  in  general  and  none  in  particular, 
encourages  desertion  in  place  of  making  a 
complaint  because  every  complaint  has  the 
potentiality  of  being  lost  or  ignored.” 

Accordingly,  we  recommended  that  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  expand  its 
conciliation  service. 

We  believe  that  S.  984  does  not  go  far 
enough  in  meeting  the  serious  social,  eco¬ 
nomic,  and  security  problem  represented  by 
the  influx  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  wet¬ 
backs  over  our  southern  border.  The  com¬ 
mittee  comments  on  “the  great  economic  and 
social  problems”  which  the  wetbacks 
represent. 

The  concern  of  the  committee  with  the 
wetback  problem  is  fully  shared  by  the 
President’s  Commission.  The  one  difference 
between  the  two  groups  could  be  said  to 
relate  to  the  estimate  concerning  the  magni¬ 
tude  of  the  recent  “invasion,”  -which  the 
committee  puts  at  1,000,000.  The  President’s 
Commission  is  more  conservative  in  its  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  number  of  wetbacks.  The  Com¬ 
mission  uses  the  figure  of  half  a  million. 

The  committee  explicitly  comments  on  the 
inadequacy  of  present  measures  to  deal  with 
the  wetback  problem.  Its  concern  is  reflected 
in  the  important  amendment  to  section  501 
of  the  bill  prohibiting  recruitment  of  wet¬ 
backs.  Possibly  through  oversight,  the  com¬ 
parable  amendment  to  section  504  has  not 
been  made,  so  that  as  the  bill  currently 
stands  it  is  inconsistent  on  this  vital  point. 
It  is  accordingly  proposed  that  504  be 
amended  in  the  manner  of  501.  The  term 
“vital”  is  used  deliberately,  for  it  is  the  view 
of  the  President’s  Commission  that  one  of 
the  most  important  factors  in  the  recent 
acceleration  of  the  wetback  traffic  is  the 
legalization  of  illegals.  It  comments: 

“The  latest  and  probably  worst  stage  in 
this  erosion  of  immigration  law  was  when, 
under  the  authority  of  the  ninth  proviso, 
Mexican  wetbacks  were  legalized  and  placed 
under  contract.  The  ninth  proviso  allows 
the  temporary  admission  and  return  of  other¬ 
wise  inadmissible  aliens — under  rules  and 
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conditions.  *  *  *  In  the  contracting  of 

wetbacks,  we  see  the  abandonment  of  the 
concept  that  the  ninth  proviso  authority  is 
limited  to  admission.  A  wetback  is  not  ad¬ 
mitted;  he  is  already  here,  unlawfully.  We 
have  thus  reached  a  point  where  we  place  a 
premium  upon  violation  of  the  immigration 
law.” 

Prohibition  of  the  legalization  of  workers 
illegally  in  the  United  States,  while  most 
important  to  the  solution  of  the  wetback 
problem,  is  not  enough  to  meet  the  dimen¬ 
sions  of  the  current  “invasion."  The  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  suggests  other  valuable 
steps  which  may  be  taken.  It  recommends 
that  legislation  be  enacted  making  it  unlaw¬ 
ful  to  employ  aliens  illegally  in  the  United 
States.  It  recommends  that  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  be  given  clear 
statutory  authority  to  enter  places  of  em¬ 
ployment  to  determine  if  illegal  aliens  are 
employed.  We  are  of  the  view  that  these 
recommendations  of  the  President’s  Com¬ 
mission  are  of  utmost  importance. 

The  fourth  criterion  which  we  proposed  as 
guide  to  the  measures  to  be  included  in  a 
Mexican  importation  program  is  that  the 
cost  of  the  program  to  the  public  be  kept 
to  a  minimum.  We  view  as  unrealistic  the 
figure  of  $20  to  cover  the  round-trip  cost  of 
transportation  of  workers  between  recruit¬ 
ment  centers  in  Mexico  and  reception 
centers  in  the  United  States  as  well  as  their 
subsistence  during  this  period.  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  it  is  pertinent  to  bear  in  mind  that 
it  would  be  highly  unusual  if  workers  were 
hired  by  United  States  employers  directly 
upon  their  arrival  at  the  reception  centers. 
Therefore,  subsistence  needs  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  not  only  during  the  period  of  travel 
but  for  the  period  that  they  ,  spend  at  the 
reception  center  awaiting  employment. 

Hubert  H.  Humphrey. 


Appendix  A.  Recommendations  op  the 

President’s  Commission  on  Migratory 

Labor 

i.  federal  committee  on  migratory  farm 

LABOR 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  There  be  established  a  Federal  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor,  to  be  ap¬ 
pointed  by  and  responsible  to  the 
President. 

(2)  The  committee  be  composed  of  three 
public  members  and  one  member  from  each 
of  the  following  agencies:  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Department  of  Labor,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State,  Immigration  and  Naturaliza¬ 
tion  Service,  and  Federal  Security  Agency. 

(3)  The  public  members  be  appointed  by 
the  President.  One  public  member  should 
serve  full  time  as  chairman  and  the  other 
two  on  a  part-time  basis.  The  Government 
representatives  should  be  appointed  by  the 
President  on  the  nomination  of  the  heads 
of  the  respective  agencies.  The  committee 
should  have  authority,  within  the  limits  of 
its  appropriation,  to  establish  such  advisory 
committees  as  it  deems  necessary. 

(4)  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory 
Farm  Labor  have  the  authority  and  responsi¬ 
bility,  with  adequate  staff  and  funds  to  as¬ 
sist,  coordinate,  and  stimulate  the  various 
agencies  of  the  Government  in  their  activi¬ 
ties  and  policies  relating  to  migratory  farm 
labor,  including  such  investigations  and 
publications  as  will  contribute  to  an  under¬ 
standing  of  migratory  farm-labor  problems, 
and  to  recommend  to  the  President,  from 
time  to  time,  such  changes  in  administration 
and  legislation  as  may  be  required  to  facili¬ 
tate  improvements  in  the  policies  of  the 
Government  relating  to  migratory  farm 
labor.  The  committee  should  undertake 
such  specific  responsibilities  as  are  assigned 
to  it  in  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  this 
report  and  as  may  be  assigned  to  it  by  the 
President. 
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In  general,  however,  the  committee  should 
have  no  administrative  or  operating  responsi¬ 
bilities;  these  should  remain  within  the  re¬ 
spective  established  agencies  and  depart¬ 
ments. 

(5)  Similar  agencies  be  established  in  the 
various  States.  The  responsibilities  and  the 
activities  of  the  Federal  Committee  on  Mi¬ 
gratory  Farm  Labor  and  those  of  the  agencies 
established  in  the  States  should  be  comple¬ 
mentary  and  not  competitive.  The  State 
agencies  should  be  encouraged  to  carry  for¬ 
ward  those  programs  in  behalf  of  migratory 
farm  workers  which,  by  their  nature,  fall 
within  the  responsibility  of  individual  States. 
The  Federal  Committee  will  have  major  con¬ 
cern  with  interstate,  national,  and  interna¬ 
tional  activities.  But  at  all  times  there 
should  be  close  consultation  between  the 
Federal  and  State  agencies  and  a  two-way 
flow  of  information,  suggestions,  and  effec¬ 
tive  cooperation. 

H.  MIGRATORY  FARM  LABOR  IN  EMERGENCY  • 

Our  investigations  of  the  present  farm 
labor  problem  and  our  analysis  of  this  coun¬ 
try’s  experience  during  the  years  of  World 
War  II  and  since,  point  to  certain  conclu¬ 
sions  which  to  us  seem  inescapable  in  the 
present  emergency.  We  therefore  recom¬ 
mend  that — 

(1)  First  reliance  be  placed  on  using  our 
domestic  labor  force  more  effectively. 

(2)  No  special  measures  be  adopted  to  in¬ 
crease  the  number  of  alien  contract  laborers 
beyond  the  number  admitted  in  1950. 

(3)  To  meet  any  supplemental  needs  for 
agricultural  labor  that  may  develop,  prefer¬ 
ence  be  given  to  citizens  of  the  offshore  pos¬ 
sessions  of  the  United  States,  such  as  Hawaii 
and  Puerto  Rico. 

(4)  Future  efforts  be  directed  toward  sup¬ 
plying  agricultural  labor  needs  with  our  own 
workers  and  eliminating  dependence  on  for¬ 
eign  labor. 

III.  ALIEN  CONTRACT  LABOR  IN  AMERICAN 
AGRICULTURE 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  Foreign  labor  importation  and  con¬ 
tracting  be  under  the  terms  of  intergovern¬ 
mental  agreements  which  should  clearly 
state  the  conditions  and  standards  of  em¬ 
ployment  under  which  the  foreign  workers 
are  to  be  employed.  These  should  be  sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  for  all  countries.  No 
employer,  employer’s  representative  or  asso¬ 
ciation  of  employers,  or  labor  contractor 
should  be  permitted  to  contract  directly 
with  foreign  workers  for  employment  in  the 
United  States.  This  is  not  intended  to  pre¬ 
clude  employer  participation  in  the  selection 
of  qualified  workers  when  all  other  require¬ 
ments  of  legal  importation  are  fulfilled. 

(2)  The  United  States-Mexican  intergov¬ 
ernmental  agreement  be  in  terms  that  will 
promote  immigration  law  enforcement.  The 
Department  of  State  should  negotiate  with 
the  Government  of  Mexico  such  a  workable 
international  agreement  as  will  assure  its 
operation  as  the  exclusive  channel  for  the 
importation  of  Mexican  nationals  under  con¬ 
tract,  free  from  the  competition  of  illegal 
migration. 

(3)  Administration  of  foreign  labor  re¬ 
cruiting,  contracting,  transporting,  and 
agreements  be  made  the  direct  responsibility 
of  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Serv¬ 
ice.  This  should  be  the  principal  contract¬ 
ing  agency,  and  private  employers  should 
secure  their  foreign  workers  exclusively  from 
the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service. 

(4)  The  Farm  Placement  Service  of  the 
United  States  Employment  Service  certify 
to  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Serv¬ 
ice  and  to  the  Federal  Committee  on  Migra¬ 
tory  Farm  Labor  when  and  if  labor  require¬ 
ments  cannot  be  filled  from  domestic  sources 
and  .  the  numbers  of  additional  workers 
needed.  On  alien  contract  labor,  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  and  the  various 
State  employment  services  should  be  advised 
by  the  tripartite  advisory  council  provided 


for  in  the  Wagner-Peyser  Act,  or  by  tripartite 
subcommittees  of  the  council.  However,  no 
certification  of  shortage  of  domestic  labor 
should  be  made  unless  andLuntil  continental 
domestic  labor  has  been  offered  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  of  employment  as  are 
offered  to  foreign  workers.  After  certifying 
the  need  for  foreign  workers,  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  should  have  no 
administrative  responsibilities  in  connection 
with  any  foreign  labor  program. 

(5)  In  accordance  with  the  policies  of  the 
Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  La¬ 
bor,  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  arrange,  subject  to  the  terms  of  the 
intergovernmental  agreements  then  in  force, 
for  the  importation  of  the  number  of  quali¬ 
fied  foreign  agricultural  workers  certified  as 
needed  by  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  and  transport  them  to  appropriate 
reception  and  contracting  centers  in  the 
United  States. 

(6)  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  deliver  the  imported  workers  to  the 
farm  employers  who  have  submitted  the 
necessary  applications  and  bonds,  and  who 
have  signed  individual  work  agreements. 
Employment  should  be  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Immigration  and  Nat¬ 
uralization  Service.  An  adequate  procedure 
for  investigating  and  resolving  complaints 
and  disputes  originating  from  either  party 
should  be  negotiated  in  the  international 
agreements  and  should  be  incorporated  in 
the  standard  work  contracts.  The  Immigra¬ 
tion  and  Naturalization  Service  should  be 
authorized  to  terminate  any  contract  of  em¬ 
ployment  and  remove  the  workers,  and  to 
refuse  to  furnish  foreign  workers  to  any 
employer  or  association  of  employers  when 
there  has  been  repeated  or  willful  violation 
of  previous  agreements,  or  where  there  is 
reasonable  doubt  that  the  terms  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  agreement  are  being  observed.  The  Im¬ 
migration  and  Naturalization  Service  should, 
in  the  discharge  of  its  obligations,  receive 
such  assistance  from  the  United  States  Em¬ 
ployment  Service  as  it  may  request. 

(7)  Puerto  Rico  and  Hawaii,  as  possessions 
of  the  United  States,  be  recognized  as  part 
of  the  domestic  labor  supply,  and  workers 
from  these  Territories  be  accorded  pref¬ 
erence  -over  foreign  labor  in  such  employ¬ 
ment  as  they  are  willing  and  suited  to  fill. 

(8)  Where  a  government-to-government 
agreement  provides  for  the  payment  of  the 
prevailing  wage  to  foreign  contract  workers, 
this  wage  be  ascertained  by  public  authority 
after  a  hearing.  The  policies,  procedure, 
and  responsibilities  involved  should  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Federal  Committee  on 
migratory  Farm  Labor. 

IV.  THE  WETBACK  INVASION - ILLEGAL  ALIEN 

LABOR  IN  AMERICAN  AGRICULTURE 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  Immigration  and  Naturalization 
Service  be  strengthened  by  (a)  clear  statu¬ 
tory  authority  to  enter  places  of  employment 
to  determine  if  illegal  aliens  are  employed, 
(b)  clear  statutory  penalties  for  harboring, 
concealing,  or  transporting  illegal  aliens, 
and  (c)  increased  appropriations  for  person¬ 
nel  and  equipment. 

(2)  Legislation  be  enacted  making  it  un¬ 
lawful  to  employ  aliens  illegally  in  the 
United  States,  the  sanctions  to  be  (a)  re¬ 
moval  by  the  Immigration  and  Naturaliza¬ 
tion  Service  of  all  legally  imported  labor 
from  any  place  of  employment  on  which  any 
illegal  alien  is  found  employed;  (b)  fine  and 
imprisonment;  (c)  restraining  orders  and 
injunctions;  and  (d)  prohibiting  the  ship¬ 
ment  in  interstate  commerce  of  any  product 
on  which  illegal  alien  labor  has  worked. 

(3)  Legalization  for  employment  purposes 
of  aliens  illegally  in  the  United  States  be 
discontinued  and  forbidden.  This  is  not  in¬ 
tended  to  interfere  with  handling  of  hard¬ 
ship  cases  as  authorized  by  present  immi¬ 
gration  laws. 

(4)  The  Department  of  State  seek  the  ac¬ 
tive  cooperation  of  the  Government  of  Mex¬ 


ico  in  a  program  for  eliminating  the  illegal 
migration  of  Mexican  workers  into  the 
United  States  by  (a)  the  strict  enforcement 
of  the  Mexican  emigration  laws,  (b)  pre¬ 
venting  the  concentration,  in  areas  close  to 
the  border,  of  surplus  supplies  of  Mexican 
labor,  and  (c)  refraining  from  attempt  to 
obtain  legalization  for  employment  in  the 
United  States  of  Mexican  workers  illegally 
in  this  country. 

V.  HOW  MIGRATORY  WORKERS  FIND  EMPLOYMENT 

We  recommend  that— 

(1)  Federation  legislation  be  enacted  to 
prohibit  interstate  recruitment  of  farm  labor 
by  crew  leaders,  labor  contractors,  employers, 
employers’  agents,  and  other  private  recruit¬ 
ing  agents  except  when  such  agents  are 
licensed  by  the  Department  of  Labor.  The 
Federal.  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor 
should  develop  appropriate  standards  for 
regulating  and  licensing  such  private  agents. 

(2)  States  enact  legislation  and  establish 
enforcement  machinery  to  regulate  and 
license  labor  contractors,  crew  leaders,  and 
other  private  recruiting  agents  operating  in¬ 
trastate,  such  legislation  to  include  private 
solicitors  or  recruiters  operating  on  a  fee 
or  nonfee  basis,  either  part  time  or  year 
round.  The  standards  of  regulation  should 
at  least  equal  those  established  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor. 
The  recommendations  of  the  Governor’s 
Committee  of  California  suggest  the  form 
and  content  of  such  State  legislation. 

(3)  The  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  State  employment  services  adopt 
a  policy  of  refusing  to  refer  workers  to  crew 
leaders,  labor  contractors,  or  private  recruit¬ 
ing  agents  for  employment. 

(4)  The  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  adopts  regulations  and  administrative 
procedures  to  safeguard  interstate  recruit¬ 
ing  and  transporting  of  workers,  by  provid¬ 
ing  that — - 

(a)  Terns  of  employment  be  reduced  to 
writing, 'such  written  terms  to  contain  a  pro¬ 
vision  for  the  adjustment  of  grievances. 

(b)  Housing  and  transportation  arrange¬ 
ments  available  to  workers  meet  the  mini¬ 
mum  standards  established  by  the  Federal 
Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor. 

(c)  State  employment  services  shall  not 
recruit  farm  workers  outside  their  States  or 
assist  in  bringing  farm  workers  in  from  other 
States  unless  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  is  assured  that  the  State  does  not 
have  the  necessary  labor  available  within  its 
own  borders. 

(5)  Neither  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service  nor  State  employment  services 
join  with  employers,  employers’  associations, 
or  other  private  recruiting  agents  in  mass 
advertising  for  interstate  recruitment. 

(6)  In  order  to  achieve  better  utilization 
of  the  national  domestic  farm-labor  supply. 
States  having  legislation  restricting  recruit¬ 
ment  of  workers  for  out-of-State  employ¬ 
ment  (emigrant  agent  laws)  undertake  re¬ 
peal  of  such  legislation. 

(7)  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory 
Farm  Labor  establish  transportation  stand¬ 
ards  of  safety  and  comfort  (including  ijj- 
transit  rest  camps).  States  should  be 
guided  by  the  transportation  standards  of 
the  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm 
Labor  as  minimum  conditions  to  govern  in¬ 
trastate  transportation  of  migratory  farm 
workers. 

(8)  The  United  States  Employment  Serv¬ 
ice  and  the  State  employment  services  be  ad¬ 
vised  on  farm-labor  questions  by  the  tripar¬ 
tite  advisory  councils  as  provided  for  in  the 
Wagner-Peyser  Act  or  by  tripartite  subcom¬ 
mittees  of  the  councils. 

VI.  EMPLOYMENT  MANAGEMENT  AND  LABOR 
RELATIONS 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  Agricultural  Extension  Service, 
through  its  Federal  office  and  in  those  State* 
where  migratory  labor  has  significant  pro¬ 
portions,  make  instruction  in  farm-labor 
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management  and  labor  relations  available  to 
farm  employers  and  to  farm  employees.  The 
Agricultural  Extension  Services  should  also 
make  available  advice  and  counsel  for  the 
organizing  of  farm-employer  associations 
similar  to  those  sponsored  during  World 
War  II,  which  associations  should  have  the 
purpose  of  pooling  their  joint  labor  needs 
to  promote  orderly  recruiting,  better  em¬ 
ployer-worker  relations,  and  more  continu¬ 
ous  employment. 

(2)  The  Labor-Management  Relations  Act 
of  1947  be  amended  to  extend  coverage  to 
employees  on  farms  having  a  specified  mini¬ 
mum  employment. 

vn.  EMPLOYMENT,  WAGES,  AND  INCOMES 

We  recommend  that — 

( 1 )  The  Congress  enact  minimum-wage 
legislation  to  cover  farm  laborers,  including 
migratory  laborers. 

(2)  State  legislatures  give  serious  con¬ 
sideration  to  the  protection  of  agricultural 
workers,  including  migratory  farm  workers, 
by  minimum-wage  legislation. 

(3)  Federal  and  State  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  legislation  be  enacted  to  cover 
agricultural  labor. 

(4)  Because  present  unemployment  com¬ 
pensation  legislation  is  not  adapted  to  meet¬ 
ing  the  unemployment  problems  of  most 
migratory  farm  workers,  the  Federal  Social 
Security  Act  be  amended  to  provide  matching 
grants  to  States  for  general  assistance  on  the 
condition  that  no  needy  person  be  denied 
assistance  because  of  lack  of  legal  residence 
status. 

vm.  HOUSING 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  United  States  Employment  Service 
not  recruit  and  refer  out-of-State  agricul¬ 
tural  workers  and'  the  Immigration  and  Nat¬ 
uralization  Service  not  import  foreign  work¬ 
ers  (pursuant  to  certifications  of  labor  short¬ 
age)  unless  and  until: 

(a)  The  State  in  which  the  workers  are  to 
be  employed  has  established  minimum  hous¬ 
ing  standards  for  such  workers  together  with 
a  centralized  agency  for  administration  and 
enforcement  of  such  minimum  standards  on 
the  basis  of  periodic  inspections.  These 
State  housing  standards,  in  their  terms  and 
in  administration,  should  not  be  less  than 
the  Federal  standards  hereinafter  provided. 

(b)  The  employer  or  association  of  em¬ 
ployers  has  been  certified  as  having  available 
housing,  which  at  recent  inspection  has  been 
found  to  comply  with  minimum  standards 
for  housing  then  in  force  in  that  State. 

(2)  Federal  minimum  standards  covering 
all  types  of  on-job  housing  for  migratory 
workers  moving  in  interstate  or  foreign  com-- 
merce  be  established  and  promulgated  by  the 
Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor. 
These  standards,  administered  through  a 
State  license  system,  should  govern  site, 
shelter,  space,  lighting,  sanitation,  cooking 
equipment,  and  other  facilities  relating  to 
maintenance  of  health  and  decency. 

(3)  Any  State  employment  service  request¬ 
ing  aid  of  the  United  States  Employment 
Service  in  procuring  out-of-State  workers 
submit,  with  such  request,  a  statement  that 
the  housing  being  offered  meets  the  Federal 
standards. 

(4)  The  Agricultural  Extension  Servicelfi 
those  States  using  appreciable  numbers  of 
migratory  workers  undertake  an  educational 
program  for  growers  concerning  design,  ma¬ 
terials,  and  lay-out  of  housing  for  farm  labor. 

(5)  The  Department  of  Agriculture  be  em¬ 
powered  to  extend  grants-in-aid  to  States 
for  labor  camps  in  areas  of  large  and  sus¬ 
tained  seasonal  labor  demand  provided  the 
States  agree  to  construct  and  operate  such 
camps  under  standards  promulgated  by  the 
Federal  Committee  on  Migratory  Farm  Labor. 
Since  such  projects  are  to  be  constructed  and 
operated  for  the  principal  purpose  of  housing 
agricultural  workers  and  their  families,  pref¬ 
erence  of  occupancy  should  be  given  to  those 


engaged  in  seasonal  agricultural  work.  Costs 
should  be  defrayed  by  charges  to  occupants. 

(6)  When  housing  is  deficient  in  areas 
where  there  is  large  seasonal  employment  of 
migratory  farm  workers,  but  where  the  sea¬ 
sonal  labor  need  is  of  short  duration,  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  establish  transit 
camp  sites  without  individual  housing. 
These  camp  sites  should  be  equipped  with 
water,  sanitary  facilities  including  showers, 
laundry,  and  cooking  arrangements.  They 
should  be  adequately  supervised. 

(7)  The  Department  of  Agriculture  be  au¬ 
thorized,  and  supplied  with  the  necessary 
funds,  to  extend  carefully  supervised  credit 
in  modest  amounts  to  assist  migratory  farm 
workers  to  acquire  or  to  construct  homes  in 
areas  where  agriculture  is  in  need  of  a  con¬ 
siderable  number  of  seasonal  workers  during 
the  crop  season. 

(8)  States  be  encouraged  to  enact  State 
housing  codes  establishing  minimum  health 
and  sanitation  standards  for  housing  in  un¬ 
incorporated  areas. 

(9)  The  Public  Housing  Administration  of 
the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  devel¬ 
op  a  rural  nonfarm  housing  program  to  in¬ 
clude  housing  needs  of  migrants  in  their 
home-base  situation. 

IX.  HEALTH,  WELFARE,  AND  SAFETY 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  In  amending  the  Social  Security  Act 
to  provide  matching  grants  to  States  for  gen¬ 
eral  assistance  (as  we  recommended  in  chap¬ 
ter  7),  provision  be  made  to  include  medical 
care  on  a  matching-grant  basis  for  recipients 
of  public  assistance  on  the  condition  that  no 
person  be  denied  medical  care  because  of  the 
lack  of  legal  residence  status. 

(2)  The  Public  Health  Service  Act  be 
amended  to  provide,  under  the  supervision  of 
the  Surgeon  General,  matching  grants  to 
States,  to  conduct  health  programs  among 
migratory  farm  laborers  to  deal  particularly 
with  such  diseases  as  tuberculosis,  venereal 
disease,  diarrhea,  enteritis,  and  dysentery, 
and  to  conduct  health  clinics  for  migratory 
farm  workers. 

(3)  The  United  States  Employment  Service 
make  no  interstate  referrals  of  migratory 
farm  workers  unless  the  representative  of  the 
State  requesting  the  labor  shall  give  evidence 
in  writing  that  neither  the  State  nor  the 
counties  concerned  will  deny  medical  care 
on  the  grounds  of  nonresidence,  and  that 
migratory  workers  will  be  admitted  to  local 
hospitals  on  essentially  the  same  basis  as 
residents  of  the  local  community. 

(4)  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory 
Farm  Labor  and  the  appropriate  State  agen¬ 
cies  undertake  studies  looking  toward  the 
extension  of  safety  and  workmen’s  compen¬ 
sation  legislation  to  farm  workers. 

(5)  The  Federal  Social  Security  Act  be 
amended  to  include  migratory  farm  work¬ 
ers  as  well  as  other  agricultural  workers 
not  now  covered  under  the  old-age  and  sur¬ 
vivors  insurance  program. 

X.  CHILD  LABOR 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  1949  child-labor  amendment  to 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  be  retained 
and  vigorously  enforced. 

(2)  The  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  be  fur¬ 
ther  amended  to  restrict  the  employment  of 
children  under  14  years  of  age  on  farms  out¬ 
side  of  school  hours. 

(3)  State  child-labor  laws  be  brought  to  a 
level  at  least  equal  to  the  present  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  and  made  fully  applicable  to 
agriculture. 

(4)  The  child-labor  provisions  of  the  Sugar 
Act  be  vigorously  enforced. 

XI.  EDUCATION 

We  recommend  that — 

(1)  The  Federal  Committee  on  Migratory 
Farm  Labor,  through  the  cooperation  of  pub¬ 
lic  and  private  agencies,  including  the 
United  States  Office  of  Education,  State  edu¬ 


cational  agencies,  the  National  Education 
Association,  universities,  and  the  American 
Council  on  Education,  develop  a  plan  which 
will  provide  an  adequate  program  of  edu¬ 
cation  for  migratory'  workers  and  their  chil¬ 
dren.  This  may  include  Federal  grants-in- 
aid  to  the  States. 

(2)  The  Agricultural  Extension  Services, 
In  fuller  discharge  of  their  statutory  obli¬ 
gations  to  the  entire  farm  population,  pro¬ 
vide  educational  assistance  to  agricultural 
laborers,  especially  migratory  workers,  to 
enable  these  people  to  increase  their  skills 
and  efficiency  in  agriculture  and  to  improve 
their  personal  welfare.  The  extension  serv¬ 
ices  should  also  give  instructions  to  both 
farm  employers  and  farm-  workers  on  their 
respective  obligations  and  rights,  as  well  as 
the  opportunities  for  constructive  joint  plan¬ 
ning  in  their  respective  roles  as  employers 
and  employees. 

The  Agricultural  Extension  Services  should 
expand  their  home-demonstration  work  to 
supply  the  families  of  farm  workers,  particu¬ 
larly  migratory  farm  workers,  instruction  in 
nutrition,  homemaking,  infant  care,  sanita¬ 
tion,  and  similar  subjects. 

In  substance,  the  Commission  recommends 
that  the  Agricultural  Extension  Services  as¬ 
sume  the  same  responsibility  for  improving 
the  welfare  of  farm  workers  as  for  helping 
farm  operators. 

(3)  The  Federal  Government,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  long-standing  policy  that  agri¬ 
cultural  extension  work  is  a  joint  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
several  ’States,  share  in  the  cost  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  educational  program  for  farm  workers 
and  their  families. 

Appendix  B.  Excerpt  From  Underemploy¬ 
ment  of  Rural  Families 
migratory  farm  iabor 

Some  underemployed  farm  families  leave 
their  farms  during  the  harvest  season  and 
supplement  their  farm  incomes  by  picking 
cotton,  fruit,  potatoes,  tomatoes,  or  other 
crops;  others  forsake  their  farms  entirely  and 
attempt  to  make  a  living  by  following  the 
crop  harvest.  Through  years  of  varying  eco¬ 
nomic  conditions  relatively  permanent 
groups  of  workers  have  developed  who  meet 
the  peak-season  labor  needs  in  various  parts 
of  the  country.  These  are  principally  but  not 
exclusively  from  farm  sources.  They  have 
developed  rather  definite  paths  of  movement 
from  the  winter  work  areas  in  Florida,  south 
Texas,  Arizona,  and  southern  California  to 
summer  harvest  areas  in  the  north. 

The  number  of  people  in  this  migratory 
work  force  has  varied  with  crop  conditions, 
prices  of  farm  products,  displacement  by 
mechanization,  and  the  general  level  of  non- 
agricultural  employment.  It  has  also 
changed  with  the  opportunity  to  go  into 
urban  occupations.  According  to  a  Nation¬ 
wide  survey  made  in  1949,  there  were  slightly 
more  than  1,000,000  people  over  14  years  of 
age  in  this  work  force  at  that  time.1  This 
number  includes  several  hundred  thousand 
workers  from  across  the  Mexican  border  who 
compete  with  domestic  labor  for  the  work 
that  is  available. 

Farm  people  who  go  into  the  migratory 
labor  force  do  so  from  lack  of  better  oppor¬ 
tunity  and  then  merely  change  to  another 
and  less  secure  type  of  underemployment. 
According  to  the  survey  previously  men¬ 
tioned,  the  average  number  of  days  of  em¬ 
ployment  for  migratory  workers  over  the 
country  in  1949  was  101,  70  days  in  farm 
work  and  31  more  in  nonfarm  employment. 

Three  factor  enter  into  this  underemploy¬ 
ment.  First,  a  period  of  several  slack 
months  when  there  Is  little  seasonal  em¬ 
ployment  to  be  found.  Second,  irregular 

1  Migratory  Farm  Workers  in  1949,  Louis  J. 
Ducoff,  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics,  ’ 
1950. 
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and  intermittent  employment  during  the 
harvest  season.  Some  harvests  are  over¬ 
supplied  with  workers,  others  last  for  such  a 
brief  period  that  the  amount  of  work  ob¬ 
tained  by  a  worker  is  small.  The  third  fac¬ 
tor  is  too  large  a  supply  of  workers  for  the 
amount  of  work  available.  Migratory  work¬ 
ers  compete  with  local  seasonal  and  year- 
round  workers  for  employment.  The  latter, 
too,  then  suffer  from  underemployment; 
during  1949  they  had  a  total  of  120  days’  em¬ 
ployment  of  which  91  days  were  in  farm  work 
and  29  nonfarm  jobs.2 3 

The  earnings  from  the  101  days  of  farm 
work  which  the  migratory  workers  obtained 
in  1949  amounted  to  an  average  of  $514.2 
The  value  of  housing,  transportation,  and 
other  perquisites  amounts  to  $36  more.* 
At  an  average  of  two  workers  per  family, 
total  family  incomes  averaged  $1,028  cash  or 
$1,100  with  perquisites.  This  amount  had 
to  feed,  clothe,  shelter,  and  educate  a  fam¬ 
ily  of  four. 

Underemployment  and  low  earnings  are 
not  the  only  problems  among  migratory 
farm  workers.  Poor  housing,  lack  of  sanita¬ 
tion  and  medical  care,  child  labor,  and  edu¬ 
cational  retardation  of  the  children,  all  tend 
y  to  make  them  a  disadvantaged  group.  They 
have  little  voice  either  in  community,  State, 
or  national  affairs  and  are  unable  to  make 
effective  demands  to  relieve  their  situation. 

Although  they  are  most  essential  to  meet 
peak  season  demands  for  gathering  in  the 
national  food  supply,  they  are  explicitly  ex¬ 
cluded  from  national  legislation  which  pro¬ 
tects  and  advances  the  rights  of  workers. 
Their  position  is  the  most  precarious  of  any 
in  our  economy.  They  have  no  definable 
job  rights  and  are  so  far  removed  from  the 
employer  group  that  they  are  unable  to 
obtain  redress  for  grievances. 

Rather  than  hire  seasonal  and  migratory 
workers  directly  and  individually,  it  is  a 
widespread  practice  among  farm  employers 
to  hire  in  crews  through  labor  contractors, 
crew  chiefs,  or  labor  recruiters.  In  many 
areas  it  is  virtually  impossible  for  a  worker 
to  obtain  a  job  directly  from  the  farm  em¬ 
ployer.  As  a  consequence  of  these  practices, 
a  farm  worker  has  to  pay  heavily  from  his 
already-too-low  earnings  for  the  privilege 
of  getting  work  to  do. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  I  wish 
)  to  call  attention  to  the  fact  that  the 
President’s  Commission  held  12  public 
hearings.  Where  were  the  hearings 
held?  They  were  held  in  Brownsville, 
Tex.;  El  Paso,  Tex.;  Phoenix,  Ariz.;  Los 
Angeles,  Calif.;  Portland,  Oreg.;  Fort 
Collins,  Colo.;  Memphis,  Tenn.;  Saginaw, 
Mich.;  Trenton,  N.  J.;  West  Palm  Beach, 
Fla.;  and  two  hearings  were  held  in 
Washington,  D.  C.  Not  one  hearing  was 
held  in  the  Middle  West  or  other  agri¬ 
cultural  regions. 

A  few  days  ago  there  was  published 
a  list  of  the  casualties  in  Korea.  It  gave 
the  number  of  casualties  suffered  by  the 
various  countries  who  have  boys  fighting 
in  Korea.  Not  one  boy  come  from  Mex¬ 
ico.  Not  one  casualty  was  suffered  by 
Mexico.  A  few  moments  ago  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]  said 
that  during  World  War  II  the  Selective 
Service  Act  was  in  effect  in  Florida. 
Under  the  act  boys  in  Florida  were  in¬ 
ducted  into  the  service.  How  does  it 
work  today? 

2  Migratory  Farm  Workers  in  1949,  Louis 
Ducoff,  Bureau  of  Agricultural  Economics, 
1949. 

3  Perquisites  Furnished  Hired  Farm  Work¬ 
ers,  Barbara  B.  Reagan,  Bureau  of  Agricul¬ 
tural  Economics,  1945. 


Mr.  HOLLAND.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  decline  to  yield.  How 
does  it  work  today?  A  county  in  the 
State  of  Kansas,  South  Dakota,  North 
Dakota,  or  Florida,  or  in  any  other  State, 
says,  “We  want  so  many  men.”  There¬ 
fore  in  any  agricultural  county  so  many 
men  must  be  sent  into  the  service.  They 
have  taken  away  the  boys.  In  some  sec¬ 
tions  of  my  State,  as  well  as  in  the  ad¬ 
joining  States,  including  Minnesota,  in¬ 
sufficient  help  was  available.  The  first 
boy  in  the  family  had  already  died  in 
World  War  II.  They  then  took  the  last 
boy  and  hired  man.  Now  they  come 
along  and  say,  “We  will  continue  taking 
the  boys.  When  there  is  not  enough 
labor  available  to  do  the  work  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Labor  will  certify  that  you 
can  get  some  men  from  Mexico.” 

I  for  one  will  not  vote  for  a  bill  that 
says  we  are  going  to  send  our  boys  to  die 
in  Korea  while  the  Republic  of  Mexico 
sends  workers  to  the  United  States  to 
take  the  place  of  our  own  farm  boys 
and  our  city  boys.  Such  foreign  laborers 
are  sent  all  over  the  Middle  West,  where 
I  am  intimately  acquainted  with  the 
facts,  where  they  draw  wages,  and  the 
Senator  from  Minnesota  says  he  wants 
to  be  sure  that  their  wages  are  going  to 
be  high  enough. 

The  distinguished  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  says  that  the  reports  show  that 
all  over  the  country  there  has  been  a 
terrible  situation  relative  to  migratory 
labor.  Let  me  tell  the  Senator  from  Min¬ 
nesota  that  I  have  lived  in  North  Dakota. 
I  am  intimately  acquainted  in  his  own' 
State  of  Minnesota,  in  Montana,  South 
Dakota,  and  other  farm  States.  I  can 
give  him  name  after  name  of  men  who 
came  to  those  States  as  migratory  labor¬ 
ers  and  who  remained  there  and  made 
a  great  success  in  farming  and  business. 
Today  they  are  among  the  outstanding 
farmers  and  businessmen  of  those  States. 

I  can  readily  see,  by  looking  at  the 
minority  report^  that,  of  course,  the  com¬ 
mittee  went  to  some  of  the  large  cities. 
It  was  pleasant  to  go  to  Phoenix,  Los 
Angeles,  and  Portland,  Oreg.  It  was  nice 
to  go  to  some  of  the  other  places  in  the 
wintertime.  I  note  that  the  committee 
went  to  West  Palm  Beach,  Fla.,  and  that 
it  held  a  couple  of  meetings  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  It  was  pleasant  to  go  there.  But 
I  notice  that  they  did  not  go  to  any  little 
cities.  They  did  not  go  to  New  Ulm, 
Minn.  They  did  not  go  to  Moorhead, 
Minn.  They  did  not  go  to  Jackson,  Minn. 
They  did  not  go  to  any  city  in  North 
Dakota.  They  did  not  go  to  Kansas,  New 
Jersey,  Nebraska,  South  Dakota,  or  Mis¬ 
souri.  Yet  an  overwhelming  amount  of 
the  sugar-beet  labor  which  comes  from 
Mexico  is  going  to  some  of  the  very  States 
which  I  have  named. 

So,  Mr.  President,  I  for  one  decline  to 
vote  for  a  bill  of  this  character,  under 
which  able-bodied,  healthy  boys  from 
Mexico,  a  country  which  is  not  helping  us 
in  the  United  Nations,  are  sent  to  the 
United  States  to  be  employed  at  high 
wages  and  to  take  the  place  of  farm  boys 
and  city  boys  who  are  fighting  to  save  the 
Republic  of  Korea. 


The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  (S.  984)  was  passed,  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  Is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows; 

“Title  V— Agricultural  Workers 

“Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  In 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural 
workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pur¬ 
suant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico) ,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including 
any  such  workers  temporarily  in  the  United 
States  under  legal  entry); 

"(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception 
centers  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry 
of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  hous¬ 
ing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  de¬ 
parture  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such 
workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside 
the  continental  United  States  to  such  re¬ 
ception  centers  and  transportation  from 
such  reception  centers  to  such  recruitment 
centers  after  termination  of  employment; 

“(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such 
subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and 
burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  be¬ 
come  necessary  during  transportation  au¬ 
thorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reception  centers; 

“(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers 
In  negotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  (such  workers  being  free  to  accept 
or  decline  agricultural  employment  with  any 
eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type  of 
agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agri¬ 
cultural  employment  to  any  workers  of  their 
choice  not  under  contract  to  other  em¬ 
ployers)  • 

"(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by 
employers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts 
relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the 
furnishing  of  transportation. 

"Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  to  any  employer  unless 
such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of  such 
employer’s  contracts; 

"(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this 
title  in  amount  not  to  exceed  $20  per  worker; 
and 

“(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any 
case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to 
the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the 
contract  entered  into  under  section  501  (5) 
and  is  apprehended  within  the  United 
States,  an  amount  determined  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal 
cost  to  the  employer  of  returning  other 
workers  from  the  place  of  employment  to 
such  reception  center,  less  any  portion  there¬ 
of  required  to  be  paid  by  other  employers. 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this 
title  shall  be  available  for  employment  in  any 
area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  for  such 
area  has  determined  and  certified  that  (1) 
sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able,  will¬ 
ing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the 
time  and  place  needed  to  perform  the  work 
for  which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed, 
and  (2)  the  employment  of  such  workers 
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will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  work¬ 
ing  conditions  of  domestic  agricultural 
workers  similarly  employed,  and  (3)  reason¬ 
able  efforts  have  been  made  to  attract  do¬ 
mestic  workers  for  such  employment  at  wages 
and  standard  hours  of  work  comparable  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this 
title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already 
in,  by  virtue  of  legal  entry  and  otherwise 
eligible  for  admission  to,  the  United  States 
may,  pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico, 
be  permitted  to  remain  therein)  for  such 
time  and  under  such  conditions  as  may  be 
specified  by  the  Attorney  General  but,  not¬ 
withstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  or 
regulation,  no  penalty  bond  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  which  imposes  liability  upon  any  per¬ 
son  for  the  failure  of  any  such  worker  to 
—depart  from  the  United  States  upon  termina¬ 
tion  of  employment:  Provided,  That  no  work¬ 
ers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  title 
to,  nor  shall  any  workers  made  available 
under  this  title  be  permitted  to  remain  in 
the  employ  of,  any  employer  who  has  in  his 
employ  any  Mexican  alien  when  such  em¬ 
ployer  knows  or  has  reasonable  grounds  to 
believe  or  suspect  or  by  reasonable  inquiry 
could  have  ascertained  that  such  Mexican 
alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United 
States. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows: 

“  ‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  into 
in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  into 
in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the 
Immigration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec. 
132). 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal 
and  State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursuant  to 
such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  services 
of  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate  or  transfer 
funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reimburse  such 
agencies  for  expenses  in  connection  there¬ 
with; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and 
uncompensated  services;  and 

“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  do¬ 
mestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  cooperate 
with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating 
and  carrying  out  agreements  or  arrangements 
relating  to  the  employment  in  the  United 
States,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws,  of 
agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of 
Mexico. 

“Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title— 

“(1)  The  term  ‘agricultural  employment* 
Includes  services  or  activities  included  within 
the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or 
section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  as  amended. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘employer’  shall  include  an 
association,  or  other  group,  of  employers,  but 
only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for  whom 
workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in  the 
event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the  obliga¬ 
tions  undertaken  by  it  pursuant  to  section 
502,  or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines  that 
such  individual  liability  is  not  necessary  to 
assure  performance  of  such  obligations. 


“Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be 
construed  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the 
Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general 
immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation 
of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural 
employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to 
permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the 
United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  under  such  conditions  and  for  such 
time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  may 
specify. 

"Sec.  509.  Any  person  who  shall  employ 
any  Mexican  alien  not  duly  admitted  by  an 
immigration  officer  or  not  lawfully  entitled 
to  enter  or  to  reside  within  the  United  States 
under  the  terms  of  this  act  or  any  other 
law  relating  to  the  immigration  or  expulsion 
of  aliens,  when  such  person  knows  or  has 
reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or 
by  reasonable  inquiry  could  have  ascertained 
that  such  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the 
United  States,  or  any  person  who,  having 
employed  such  an  alien  without  knowing  or 
having  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or 
suspect  that  such  alien  is  unlawfully  within 
the  United  States  and  who  could  not  have 
.  obtained  such  information  by  reasonable 
Inquiry  at  the  time  of  giving  such  employ¬ 
ment,  shall  obtain  information  during  the 
course  of  such  employment  indicating  that 
such  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United 
States  and  shall  fail  to  report  such  informa¬ 
tion  promptly  to  an  immigration  officer,  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  felony,  and  upon  conviction 
thereof  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not 
exceeding  $2,000,  or  by  imprisonment  for  a 
term  not  exceeding  1  year,  or  both,  for  each 
alien  in  respect  to  whom  any  violation  of 
this  section  occurs. 

“Sec.  510.  No  workers  will  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  for  employment  after 
December  31,  1952.’’ 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  bill  be 
printed  as  passed. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered, 
j  THE  MaCARTHUR  HEARING  —  LETTER 

FROM  SECRETARY  ACHESON  TO  SEN¬ 
ATOR  KNOWLAND 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record  a  letter  dated 
April  26,  1951,  which  I  received  from 
Secretary  of  State  Dean  Acheson  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  a  letter  which  I  had  addressed 
to  him  asking  for  certain  information 
relative  to  the  inquiry  now  under  way. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows:  J 

Department  op  State, 
Washington,  April  26,  1951. 
The  Honorable  William  F.  Knowland, 
United  States  Senate. 

My  Dear  Senator  Knowland:  I  have  your 
letter  of  April  17,  1951,  in  which  you  request 
that  a  copy  of  the  Wedemeyer  report  on 
Korea  of  September  19,  1947,  as  well  as  cer¬ 
tain  other  documents  be  made  available. 

As  you  may  recall,  the  Korean  section  of 
the  Wedemeyer  report,  which  was  read  by 
you  on  a  cojffidential  basis  on  August  24, 
1950,  deals  only  with  the  situation  existing 
in  Korea  in,  1947  and  is  not  an  integral  part 
of  his  report  on  China.  Since  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  that  report  the  situation  in  Korea 
has  undergone  a  fundamental  change,  the 
military  occupation  in  being  at  the  time  of 
General  Wedemeyer’s  visit  having  given  way 
to  a  .sovereign  Korean  Government  estab¬ 
lished  on  the  basis  of  elections  held  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  procedures  laid  down  by  the 
United  Nations  and  under  the  observation 
of  a  United  Nations  Commission. 


Last  fall,  I  informed  the  Appropriations 
Committee  that  I  had  discussed  with  the 
President  the  request  of  the  committee  for 
a  copy  of  General  Wedemeyer’s  1947  /re¬ 
port  on  Korea  and  that  the  President  /had 
instructed  me  to  communicate  that  i/  was 
his  view  that  the  declassification  of  the  re¬ 
port  in  question  would  be  contrary/to  the 
national  interest. 

The  special  guidance  paper  No. 
cember  23,  1949,  which  you  havq 
has  been  shown  confidentially 
of  the  Appropriations  Committee 
as  you  know,  purport  to  make  foreign  policy 
with  reference  to  Formosa.  Ityis  a  document 
which  described  informational  policies  and 
public  attitudes  with  reference  to  Formosa 
at  that  time.  The  limited  purpose  of  the 
guidance  paper  was  thoroughly  understood 
and  appreciated  by  all  Officers  to  whom  it 
was  sent. 

The  clear  purpose  of  this  document  was 
to  protect  the  interests  of  the  United  States 
by  avoiding  declarations  in  our  information 
output  abroad  at  the  time  which  would  en¬ 
able  the  U.  S.  S.  R.  and  other  anti-United 
States  propaganda  agencies  to  attack  or 
deride  the  United  States  should  Formosa 
actually  fall,  and  to  avoid  making  state¬ 
ments  as  to  #iie  significance  of  Formosa 
which  would  /make  any  subsequent  action 
by  the  Unitea  States  to  prevent  the  fall  of 
Formosa  appear,  in  the  eyes  of  foreign  coun¬ 
tries,  as  a  manifestation  of  United  States 
power  politics.  The  document  did  not  call 
for  any  /organized  campaign,  as  has  been 
charged/  to  prove  that  Formosa  was  of  no 
strategic  value,  nor  did  it  state  that  a  deci¬ 
sion  Jaad  been  made  to  write  off  Formosa. 
No  §6ch  decision  was  ever  made.  On  the 
contrary,  the  clear  policy  of  the  Government 
for  more  than  2  years  has  been  to  deny 
Formosa  to  the  Communists. 

This  document  was  prepared  because  our 
.public  affairs  officers  recognized  that  For¬ 
mosa  represented  a  definite  information 
problem  for  our  overseas  information  pro¬ 
gram.  It  was  based  on  existing  policy  deci¬ 
sions  and  took  into  account  various  intelli¬ 
gence  reports  and  other  basic  data. 

These  guidances  are  prepared  regularly  on 
all  major  aspects  of  United  States  foreign 
policy  in  order  that  the  international  infor¬ 
mation  program,  including  the  Voice  of 
America,  will  constitute  a  thoroughly  co¬ 
ordinated  arm  of  our  foreign  policy.  The 
provision  of  such  guidance  has  been  strongly 
insisted  upon  by  the  Advisory  Commission 
on  International  Information,  which  was 
established  by  the  Smith-Mundt  Act. 

Information  guidances  of  this  nature, 
which  keep  pace  with  changing  conditions, 
must  be  classified,  since  to  make  them  public 
would  have  a  decidedly  adverse  effect  upon 
our  foreign  policy  and  upon  the  information 
program  itself.  Revelation  of  the  detailed 
methods  by  which  the  United  States  con¬ 
ducts  its  foreign-information  program  would 
be  of  great  assistance  to  the  Soviets,  not  only 
in  advising  them  of  what  our  information 
techniques  are,  but  also  in  permitting  an 
information  directive,  if  unclassified,  to  be 
used  for  extensive  counterpropaganda. 

The  question  has  already  been  raised  in 
this  case  why  a  particular  document  must 
be  kept  confidential  whose  content  already, 
in  a  large  part,  has  been  made  public.  As 
explained  in  conversations  with  you  prior  to 
this,  the 'disclosure  of  an  official  analysis  of 
foreign  public  opinion  and  the  disclosure  of 
official  attitudes  recommended  to  be  taken 
with  refeernce  to  it,  could  be  used  far  more 
effectively  by  Soviet  propaganda  than  the 
partial,  unofficial  disclosure  by  the  Ameri¬ 
can  press.  In  addition,  this  is  an  instance, 
like  many  others,  where  classified  informa¬ 
tion,  which  became  public  without  official 
endorsement,  cannot  be  used  as  effectively 
as  propaganda  against  the  United  States 
as  would  be  the  case  if  it  were  officially 
confirmed. 
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main  blind  to  the  times.  The  world  to¬ 
day  is  a  small  community;  oceans  are  but 
ditches;  continents  but  hops  between 
starting  and  stopping  points.  It  is,  as 
WendeH  Willkie  truly  said  “one  world.” 
I  put  it-,  to  you  whether  we  have  not 
reached  point  where  it  is  no  longer 
safe  to  go  it  alone?  Even  if  we  stub¬ 
bornly  adhered  to  splendid  isolation — 
to  quote  a  famous  remark  of  an  English 
statesman — andxactually  emerged  vic¬ 
torious  from  a  wa\  we  might  still  be  the 
losers.  No  less  an  authority  than  Gen. 
Omar  Bradley  says: 

There  are  no  victors  hi  modern  warfare. 
The  winner  in  the  next  war  stand  amid  its 
own  ruins  in  an  impoverished  world. 

And  so,  my  colleagues,  shall  we  not  on 
this  our  national  feast  day  manifest 
humble  gratitude  to  the  Power  which  has 
made  and  preserved  us  a  Nation  by  join¬ 
ing  with  other  nations  to  guarantee, 
protect  and  preserve  the  peace  of  all? 

At  all  costs  we  must  uphold  the  United 
Nations.  As  General  Marshall  rightly 
says,  “Its  success  is  the  hope  of  the 
world.” 

CARLOS  SANCHEZ  PEREZ 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  795)  for 
the  relief  of  Carlos  Sanchez  Perez,  with 
a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  and  con¬ 
cur  in  the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Strike  out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and 
insert  “That  for  the  purposes  of  the  im¬ 
migration  and  naturalization  laws,  Carlos 
Sanchez  Perez  shall  be  held  and  considered 
to  have  been  lawfully  admitted  to  the  United 
States  for  permanent  residence  as  of  the 
date  of  the  enactment  of  this  act,  upon  pay¬ 
ment  of  the  required  visa  fee  and  head  tax. 
Upon  the  granting  of  permanent  residence 
to  such  alien  as  provided  for  in  this  act,  the 
Secretary  of  State  shall  instruct  the  proper 
quota-control  officer  to  deduct  one  number 
from  the  appropriate  quota  for  the  first  year 
that  such  quota  is  available.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  amendment  was  con¬ 
curred  in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

GRANTING  STATUS  OP  PERMANENT 
RESIDENCE  TO  CERTAIN  ALIENS 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  Con.  Res.  90)  favoring  the 
granting  of  the  status  of  permanent 
residence  to  certain  aliens,  with  a  Sen¬ 
ate  amendment  thereto,  and  concur  in 
the  Senate  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  con¬ 
current  resolution. 

The  Clerk  read  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment,  as  follows: 

Page  14,  after  line  17,  insert: 

]  “A-7450475,  Szasz,  Alexander.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania? 

There  was  no  objection. 


The  Senate  amendment  was  concurred 
in. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

SIDNEY  YOUNG  HUGHES 

Mr.  WALTER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (H.  R.  1103)  for 
the  relief  of  Sidney  Young  Hughes,  with 
a  Senate  amendment  thereto,  disagree 
to  the  Senate  amendment,  and  ask  for 
a  conference  with  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Penn¬ 
sylvania?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Walter,  Feighan, 
and  Graham. 

CALL  OP  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER.  Evidently  a  quorum 
is  not  present. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
move  a  call  of  the  House. 

A  call  of  the  House  was  ordered. 

The  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  Members  failed  to  answer  to  their 
names : 

[Roll  No.  89] 


Adair 

Gillette 

Murphy 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gordon 

Murray,  Wis. 

Allen,  La. 

Hall, 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Anfuso 

Leonard  W. 

O’Konski 

Auchineloss 

Irving 

O'Neill 

Berry 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Powell 

Boggs,  La. 

Jones,  Ala. 

Preston 

Breen 

Judd 

Redden 

Buckley 

Kearney  - 

Scott,  Hardie 

Camp 

Kearns 

Smith,  Kans. 

Carnahan 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Sutton 

Chatham 

Kilday 

Trimble 

Dawson 

King 

Velde 

Dingell 

Larcade 

Vorys 

Durham 

LeCompte 

Weichel 

Elliott 

McKinnon 

Werdel 

Evins 

Merrow 

Whitten 

Flood 

Miller,  Calif. 

Woodruff 

Frazier 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

The  SPEAKER.  On  this  roll  call  374 
Members  have  answered  to  their  names, 
a  quorum. 

By  unanimous  consent,  further  pro¬ 
ceedings  under  the  call  were  dispensed 
with. 

MESSAGE  PROM  THE  SENATE 

A  message  from  the  Senate,  by  Mr. 
Carrell,  one  of  its  clerks,  announced  that 
the  Senate  had  passed  a  bill  of  the  fol¬ 
lowing  title,  in  which  the  concurrence 
of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.  1726.  An  act  to  change  the  date  for  the 
beginning  of  annual  assessment  work  on 
mining  claims  held  by  location  in  the  United 
States,  including  the  Territory  of  Alaska, 
from  the  1st  day  of  July  to  the  1st  day  of 
November,  and  to  extend  the  time  during 
which  annual  assessment  work  on  such 
claims  may  be  made  for  the  year  beginning 
July  1,  1950,  to  the  1st  day  of  November 
1951. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  disagrees  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  1590)  entitled 
“An  act  to  extend  and  revise  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  Emergency  Rent  Act”; 
requests  a  conference  with  the  House  on 
the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses 
thereon,  and  appoints  Mr.  Neely,  Mr. 


Clements,  and  Mr.  Welker  to  be  con¬ 
ferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4200)  entitled  “An  act  to  mak»  certain 
revisions  in  titles  I  through  TV  of  the 
Officer  Personnel  Act  of  1947,  as 
amended,  and  for  other  purposes.” 
INDEPENDENT  OFFICES  APPROPRIATION 
BILL,  1952 

Mr.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion  (S.  Con.  Res.  35)  ordering  the  re¬ 
engrossment  of  the  Senate  amendment 
to  H.  R.  3880,  the  independent  offices 
appropriation  bill  for  1952. 

The  Clerk  read  the  concurrent  resolu¬ 
tion,  as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  (the  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring ) ,  That  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  the  Senate  be,  and  he  is  hereby, 
authorized  and  directed  to  reengross  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
3380)  making  appropriations  for  the  Exec¬ 
utive  Office  and  sundry  independent  execu¬ 
tive  bureaus,  boards,  commissions,  corpora¬ 
tions,  agencies,  and  offices  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses;  and  to  reengross  Senate  amendment 
numbered  79  so  as  ,to  read  as  follows : 

On  page  35,  line  23,  strike  out  “$875,- 
163,335”  and  insert  “$873,105,770.” 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Texas? 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  will  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  [Mr.  ThomasI  please 
explain  the  reason  for  the  request  on 
the  part  of  the  other  body? 

Mi-.  THOMAS.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  res¬ 
olution  authorizes  reengrossment  of 
amendment  No.  79  of  the  independent 
offices  appropriation  bill.  It  all  adds  up 
to  this:  Apparently  the  other  body  has 
made  a  mistake  in  printing  or  engross¬ 
ing  this  amendment.  Amendment  No. 
79  deals  with  salaries  and  expenses  for 
the  Veterans’  Administration.  What 
happened  was  that  they  show  a  reduc¬ 
tion  in  that  appropriation  of  about  $1,- 
200,000  more  than  the  figure  actually 
agreed  upon  by  the  Senate. 

This  merely  rectifies  the  mistake  in 
printing  at  the  other  end  of  the  Cap¬ 
itol. 

Mr.  MARTIN  of  Massachusetts.  It 
was  just  a  clerical  error? 

Mr.  THOMAS.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Thomas!? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Senate  concurrent  resolution  was 
agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

OFFICER  PERSONNEL  ACT  OF  1947 

Mr.  VINSON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.  R.  4200)  to  make  certain  revi¬ 
sions  in  titles  I  through  IV  of  the  Offi- 
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cer  Personnel  Act  of  1947,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  656) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R. 
4200)  to  make  certain  revisions  in  titles  I 
through  IV  of  the  Officer  Personnel  Act  of 
1947,  as  amended,  and  for  other  purposes, 
having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recom¬ 
mend  to  their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment. 

Carl  Vinson, 

Overton  Brooks, 

Dewey  Short, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 

_  Harry  Flood  Byrd, 

John  C.  Stennis, 

Ralph  E.  Flanders, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.  R.  4200)  to  make  cer¬ 
tain  revisions  in  titles  I  through  IV  of  the 
Officer  Personnel  Act  of  1947,  as  amended, 
and  for  other  purposes,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and 
recommended  in  the  accompanying  confer¬ 
ence  report: 

legislation  in  conference 

On  June  18.  1951,  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives  passed  H.  R.  4200,  to  make  certain  revi¬ 
sions  in  titles  I  through  IV  of  the  Officer 
Personnel  Act  of  1947,  as  amended,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

The  principal  purpose  of  H.  R.  4200,  as 
passed  by  the  House,  was  to  give  the  Presi¬ 
dent  the  authority  in  time  of  war  and  na¬ 
tional  emergency  to  suspend  certain  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Officer  Personnel  Act  of  1947 
relating  to  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps. 
These  amendments  would  give  the  Navy  and 
Marine  Corps  flexibility  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  of  this  act  similar  to  that  now  author¬ 
ized  for  the  Army  and  Air  Force. 

On  June  21,  1951,  the  Senate  considered 
the  House  bill  and  amended  it  by  adding 
five  new  sections.  The  Senate  amendment 
had  the  effect  of  adding  the  provisions  of 
S.  780,  Eighty-first  Congress,  to  H.  R.  4200. 
No  other  change  in  H.  R.  4200  was  made  by 
the  Senate  amendment. 

S.  780,  Eighty-first  Congress,  which  bill  was 
identical  to  the  Senate  amendment,  provided 
for  the  review  of  the  records  of  those  Regu¬ 
lar  officers  of  the  Navy  and  Marine  Corps 
who  failed  of  advancement  during  World 
War  II.  A  bill  somewhat  similar  to  S.  780, 
Eighty-first  Congress,  was  considered  in  the 
House,  but  twice  failed  to  pass  when  it  met 
objections  upon  the  calling  of  the  Consent 
Calendar. 

The  House  conferees  took  the  position  in 
conference  that  this  legislation  should  not 
be  tacked  on  H.  R.  4200,  inasmuch  as  the 
Eighty-first  Congress  had  rejected  a  simi¬ 
lar  bill  and  since  no  committee  hearings  had 
been  held  on  the  legislation  in  the  Eighty- 
second  Congress.  Furthermore,  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  have  required  the  review  of  over 
1,700  officers’  records,  who,  for  some  reason 
or  other,  failed  of  advancement  during  the 
past  war.  It  was  considered  that  this  would 
place  an  .unwarranted  administrative  burden 
upon  the  Department  of  the  Navy  at  this 
time. 

The/deletion  of  the  Senate  amendment,  as 
recommended  by  the  House  conferees  and 
as  agreed  to  by  the  Senate  conferees,  restores 
the  proposed  legislation  to  exactly  the  same 
form  as  approved  by  the  House. 

Carl  Vinson, 

Overton  Brooks, 
Dewey  Short, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 


CIVILIAN  PHYSICAL  FITNESS  AND  i 
TRAINING  PROGRAM 

Mr.  VINSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  a?k 
unanimous  consent  that  the  Committee 
on  Armed  Services  be  discharged  from 
further  consideration  of  House  Con¬ 
current  Resolution  No.  19,  to  express  the 
sense  of  the  Congress  that  a  civilian 
physical  fitness  and  training  program 
should  be  established  in  the  interest  of 
national  security,  and  that  the  concur¬ 
rent  resolution  be  re-referfed  to  the 
Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  th£re  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Georgia? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  EMERGENCY 
REN?  ACT 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  /the  bill  (S.  1590)  to  ex¬ 
tend  and  revise  the  District  of  Columbia 
Emergency  Rent  Act,  with  an'  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  thereto,  insist  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  and  agree  to 
a  conference  with  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Ar¬ 
kansas?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Messrs.  Harris,  Abernethy, 
and  O’Hara. 


Mr.  SABATH,  from  the  Commitee  on 
Rules,  reported  the  following  privileged 
resolution  (H.  Res.  287,  Rept.  No.  657), 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calen¬ 
dar  and  ordered  to  be  printed: 

Resolved,  That  Immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
into  the  Commitee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  consideration 
of  the  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  277)  mak¬ 
ing  temporary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
year  1952,  and  for  other  purposes.  That 
after  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined 
to  the  joint  resolution  and  continue  not  to 
exceed  3  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 
controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations,  the  joint  resolution  shall  be 
read  for  amendment.  No  amendment  shall 
be  in  order  to  said  joint  resolution  except 
amendments  offered  by  the  direction  of  the 
Committee  on  Appropriations.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  joint  res¬ 
olution  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall 
rise  and  report  the  joint  resolution  to  the 
House  with  such  amendments  as  may  have 
been  adopted,  and  the  previous  question 
shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  joint 
resolution  and  amendments  thereto  to  final 
passage  without  intervening  motion  except 
one  .  motion  to  recommit. 

IMPORTATION  OF  FOREIGN  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  WORKERS 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  further  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3283)  to 
amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  rfrotion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly  the  House  resolved  itself 
Into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  further 
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consideration  of  the  bill  H.  R.  3283,  with 
Mr.  Gore  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  When  the  Com¬ 
mittee  rose  on  yesterday  there  was  pend¬ 
ing  the  amendment  of  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Polk]  ,  and  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Celler]  to  the  Polk 
amendment. 

Without  objection,  the  Clerk  will 
again  report  the  amendment  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows:  * 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Celler  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Polk:  Add  a  new 
section  as  follows: 

“Sec.  — .  Any  person  who  shall  employ  as 
a  farm  laborer  any  Mexican  alien  not  duly 
admitted  by  an  immigration  officer  or  not 
lawfully  entitled  to  enter  or  to  reside  within 
the  United  States  under  the  terms  of  this 
act,  when  such  person  knows  or  has  reasona¬ 
ble  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or  by  rea¬ 
sonable  inquiry  could  have  ascertained  that 
such  alien  farm  laborer  is  not  lawfully  with¬ 
in  the  United  States,  or  any  person  who,  hav¬ 
ing  employed  such  an  alien  without  knowing 
or  having  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or 
suspect  that  such  alien  farm  laborer  is  un¬ 
lawfully  within  the  United  States  and  who 
could  not  have  obtained  such  information 
by  reasonable  inquiry  at  the  time  of  giving 
such  employment,  shall  obtain  information 
during  the  course  of  such  farm  labor  em¬ 
ployment  indicating  that  such  alien  farm 
laborer  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United 
States  and  shall  fail  to  report  such  informa¬ 
tion  promptly  to  an  Immigration  officer,  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  upon  con¬ 
viction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine 
not  exceeding  $1,000,  or  by  imprisonment  for 
a  term  not  exceeding  1  year,  or  both,  for  each 
farm  laborer  in  respect  to  whom  any  viola¬ 
tion  of  this  section  occurs.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  is  recognized  for  5  min¬ 
utes  in  support  of  his  amendment. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  five 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  York  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

Mr.  CELLER.  This  amendment  that  I 
have  offered  puts  teeth  into  this  bill. 
Without  these  teeth  the  bill  is  not  worth 
a  sou-morque.  Without  the  sanctions 
which  my  amendment  involves  you  have 
here  an  engraved  invitation  for  the 
predatory  interests  along  the  border,  the 
huge  cotton  growers  in  Texas  and  Ari¬ 
zona  and  New  Mexico — I  do  not  speak 
of  the  small  cotton  growers — and  the 
huge  citrus-plantation  owners,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  in  the  Imperial  Valley  to  go  into 
Mexico  and  induce  people,  smugglers, 
and  procurers  to  round  up  all  these  wet¬ 
backs  and  bring  them  in  and  sweat  them 
on  the  plantations  and  on  the  ranches, 
and  on  the  huge  farms.  I  wager  that  if 
the  penalties  are  added  to  this  bill,  it 
would  be  defeated. 

Why  do  I  offer  this  amendment  in  ad¬ 
dition?  Attempts  have  been  made 
earnestly  and  sincerely  by  the  border 
patrol  of  the  Immigration  Office  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  coming  into  this  country  of 
these  huge  numbers  of  wetbacks.  They 
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collared  600,000  in  the  last  fiscal  year, 
and  for  every  one  that  is  picked  up  there 
are  two  or  three  others  who  are  not  ap¬ 
prehended.  They  anticipate  an  invasion 
this  fiscal  year  of  over  a  million  wet¬ 
backs.  A  wetback  is  one  who  is  in  this 
country  illegally.  The  problem  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  solve.  Sincere  farmers  must  help 
solve  it  by  refusing  to  hire  wetbacks. 
Some  burden  should  be  upon  them. 
They  dare  not  refuse  that  burden,  oth¬ 
erwise  they  convict  themselves  of  the 
charge  they  desire  to  use  wetbacks. 

I  applaud  the  efforts  to  bring  in  Mex¬ 
ican  aliens  legally  who  satisfy  the  im¬ 
migration  statutes,  the  public  health 
laws,  our  narcotic  statutes,  and  our  in¬ 
ternal  security  laws,  but  all  should  be 
examined  and  be  screened  by  the  various 
services  at  the  border.  Because,  how¬ 
ever,  of  a  2,000-mile  border  at  the  south¬ 
ern  end  of  these  four  States  it  is  almost 
impossible  adequately  to  screen  all  these 
aliens  who  come  in.  Yet  there  is  some 
duty,  there  is  a  social  responsibility  upon 
those  who  hire  these  wetbacks,  to  see 
that  they  do  not  employ  illegals,  but 
they  do  not  want  this  responsibility; 
they  want  to  continue  to  hire  these  wet¬ 
backs.  I  do  not  question  the  sincerity 
of  those  who  argue  here  for  this  bill. 
I  do  question  the  huge  farming  interests 
who  want  to  put  something  over  on  the 
gullible  and  unwary.  But  I  am  not 
fooled.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  huge 
farming  interests  want  this  bill  just  to 
have  an  excuse  to  use  the  wetbacks.  If 
they  are  sincere,  why  object  to  an 
amendment? 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  wonder  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  is  familiar  with  the 
position  of  the  distinguished  Senator 
from  Louisiana,  Mr.  Ellender,  who  on 
April  26,  during  a  discussion  of  this  leg¬ 
islation,  made  this  statement  relative 
to  the  subject  now  before  the  Commit¬ 
tee,  and  I  cite  the  position  of  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  Senator  on  the  wetback 
problem. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Yes;  I  think  I  am. 

Mr.  WIER.  I  quote:  “Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent” — 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Are  the  rules  being 
violated  by  quoting  what  some  Member 
of  the  other  body  stated  on  the  subject 
under  debate? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  It  is  contrary  to  the 
rules  of  the  House  to  refer  to  the  debate 
in  another  body  on  a  particular  matter. 
The  gentleman  will  proceed  in  order. 

Mr.  CELLER.  There  is  weighty  opin¬ 
ion  in  Washington  in  both  Houses  to  the 
effect  that  we  should  put  sanctions  in 
this  statute.  In  the  other  body  they 
provided  that  the  sanctions  would  be  in 
the  form  of  a  penalty  involving  2  years 
in  jail;  they  made  violation  a  felony. 
I  think  that  is  entirely  too  strong.  I 
would  make  it  a  misdemeanor  involving 
a  fine  of  not  exceeding  $1,000 — it  could 
be  anything  up  to  $1,000 — and  a  jail 
sentence  not  exceeding  1  year;  it  could 


be  for  a  day  or  more  than  a  day  up  to 
1  year. 

A  case  was  brought  before  the  United 
States  district  court  by  the  Immigration 
Service — the  case  of  a  wetback.  The 
case  went  to  the  Supreme  Court.  I  read 
the  import  of  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Rutledge,  handed  down  in  1948  in  the 
case  of  United  States  v.  Evans  (333  U.  S. 
483).  Mr.  Justice  Rutledge  said  that — 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Congress  intended 
to  make  the  act  of  concealing  and  harboring 
any  alien  not  duly  admitted  or  unlawfully 
in  the  United  States  and  not  entitled  to  en¬ 
ter  or  reside  in  the  United  States  a  criminal 
act.  The  actual  bringing  in  of  such  aliens 
undoubtedly  was  intended  also  to  be  a  crime. 
But  Congress’  intent  as  to  the  penalty  there¬ 
for  is  so  unclear  as  to  make  it  impossible 
for  the  Court  to  set  it  out. 

But  I  want  to  do  away  with  the  am¬ 
biguity,  which  is  a  loophole  in  the  law 
through  which  all  these  wetbacks  can 
come  in.  Presumably,  it  may  be  unlaw¬ 
ful,  but  there  is  no  penalty.  It  is  like 
saying,  by  law,  do  not  sin,  but  if  you  sin 
there  will  be  no  punishment.  What 
good  is  such  a  declaration?  It  is  about 
as  useful  as  a  2 -foot  yardstick. 

That  is  like  making  a  great  pontifical 
declaration  period.  In  order  to  avoid 
that,  we  have  to  prescribe  a  penalty  so 
that  the  Supreme  Court  can  finally  say 
when  the  border  patrol  apprehends  a 
wetback  the  person  who  harbors  or  hires 
the  wetback  intentionally  and  with 
knowledge  shall  be  guilty  of  a  crime  and 
will  be  subjected  to  punishment.  All  the 
Poage  bill  does  is  to  make  a  nice,  pretty 
declaration.  It  is  a  nice  pronouncement, 
it  is  harmless  language,  but  it  has  no 
earthly  use  whatsoever  to  keep  out  the 
wetbacks  and  those  who  come  in  illegally, 
unscreened  as  to  morals,  not  inves¬ 
tigated  as  to  their  political  affiliations 
and  so  forth. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  sympathetic 
with  the  objective  of  the  gentleman  and 
feel  that  perhaps  something  should  be 
written  into  this  law  along  the  lines  of 
his  suggestion;  but  I  am  greatly  worried 
over  the  wording  which  the  gentleman 
has  suggested  in  imposing  a  criminal 
penalty  in  a  case  where  a  person  has  rea¬ 
sonable  grounds  to  believe  or  to  suspect 
something;  then  later  in  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  the  word  “suspect”  is  again 
used. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  will  say  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  we  have  to  put  language  in  there 
that  has  real  teeth.  It  is  the  language 
generally  adopted  by  the  Senate. 

Judging  from  what  we  heard  yester¬ 
day,  it  would  appear  everything  is  sweet¬ 
ness  and  light,  and  all  these  persons  who 
retain  and  hire  these  wetbacks  are  per¬ 
fectly  angelic,  they  do  not  intend  any 
wrong  whatsoever.  But  that  is  not  the 
case.  I  pass  around  among  the  Members 
the  wretched  housing  conditions  under 
which  these  wetbacks  are  compelled  to 
live.  The  houses  they  live  in  are  not  fit 
for  pigs  to  be  left  in  and  the  record 
shows  that  these  habitations  and  stock¬ 
ades  which  these  huge  interests  set  up 
to  house  these  wetback  are  unsanitary, 


are  rat-infested,  and  breed  all  manner 
and  kinds  of  diseases. 

Let  me  quote  in  part  from  the  report 
of  the  President’s  Commission  on  Migra¬ 
tory  Labor  in  American  Agriculture : 

The  wetback  undergoes  no  health  or  phy¬ 
sical  examination  as  he  Illicitly  enters  the 
United  States.  The  bringing  in  of  disease 
and  contagion  cannot,  therefore,  be  avoided. 
Moreover,  while  he  is  here  as  an  illegal  alien, 
the  wetback  will  not  ordinarily  risk  the 
chance  of  apprehension  by  seeking  medical 
or  health  assistance.  Reciprocally,  the 
health  and  medical  service  agencies  that 
might  otherwise  be  ready  to  provide  assist¬ 
ance  for  residents  will  ordinarily  be  fore¬ 
closed  to  the  wetback,  even  If  he  were  to 
seek  aid,  because  of  residence  ineligibility. 
This  circumstance  does  not  arise  with  legal 
foreigners  for  whom  provision  is  made. 

One  of  the  most  sensitive  indicators  of 
the  state  of  public  health  in  any  population 
is  the  rate  of  infant  mortality.  This  is  de¬ 
fined  as  the  number  of  deaths  under  1  year 
of  age  per  1,000  live  births.  For  the  United 
States  at  large,  this  rate  in  1948  was  32. 
The  State-wide  average  for  Texas  was  46.2; 
for  the  28  counties  of  Texas  on  or  imme¬ 
diately  adjacent  to  the  border,  the  average 
rate  was  79.5. 

A  wetback  is  in  no  position  when  offered 
work  to  ask  whether  there  is  satisfactory 
housing  or  indeed  whether  there  is  any  hous¬ 
ing  at  all.  Members  of  this  Commission 
personally  inspected  wetback  camps  in  the 
Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley,  in  the  El  Paso  Val¬ 
ley,  and  In  the  Imperial  Valley.  Where  the 
wetback  makes  up  the  major  proportion  of 
the  seasonal  and  migratory  work  force,  vir¬ 
tually  no  housing,  sanitary  facilities,  or 
other  conditions  of  civilized  living  are  sup¬ 
plied.  Where  the  wetback  concentration  is 
proportionately  less,  housing  conditions  tend 
to  improve  but  even  so,  remain  far  below 
the  level  of  decency.  A  witness  testifying 
at  Brownsville  did  not  overstate  the  squalor 
of  the  housing  and  living  conditions  that 
are  much  too  common  in  the  Lower  Rio 
Grande  Valley  when  he  said,  “I  have  seen, 
with  my  own  eyes,  people  living  in  these 
shacks  and  sheds,  getting  their  water  to  use, 
drink,  and  cook  with  out  of  irrigation 
ditches,  no  type  of  sanitary  facilities,  bath¬ 
ing  or  toilet  facilities  of  any  kind  within 
sight:  living  in  shacks  that  I  wouldn’t  put  a 
horse  in.” 

Speaking  of  the  Imperial  Valley,  a  deputy 
labor  commissioner  of  the  State  of  Califor¬ 
nia  told  us: 

“The  plight  of  the  wetbacks  I  consider 
very  serious  there  because  the  majority  of 
them  live  on  the  ditch  banks  or  in  shed 
housing  which  is  very,  very  poor.  I  would 
say  that  this  is  true  mostly  with  the  small 
farmers  rather  than  the  large  growers  as 
most  of  the  large  growers  have  facilities, 
but  the  small  growers  or  the  small  operators 
get  them  to  live  on  the  ditch  banks  or  a 
chicken  house.  I  have  seen  lots  cleaner  and 
better  chicken  houses  for  chickens  than  I 
have  seen  for  human  beings  in  the  Imperial 
Valley.” 

The  traffic  in  •  setbacks  reveal  un¬ 
speakable  rapacity  and  greed.  The 
users  and  employers  of  these  wetbacks 
who  actually  know  they  harbor  and  em¬ 
ploy  these  illegals  are  directly  and  in¬ 
directly  guilty  of  this  rapacity  and  greed. 

I  again  quote  from  the  President’s 
Commission  on  Migratory  Labor  in  Agri¬ 
culture  : 

Wetbacks  who  are  without  funds  to  pay 
the  smuggler  for  bringing  them  in  or  to  pay 
the  trucker-contractor  who  furnishes  trans¬ 
portation  and  direction  from  the  boundary 
to  the  farm  are  frequently  sold  from  one 
exploiter  to  the  next.  For  example,  the 
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smuggler  will  offer  to  bring  a  specified  num¬ 
ber  of  wetbacks  across  the  river  for  such 
an  amount  as  $10  or  $15  per  man.  The 
smuggler  or  boatman  with  his  party  in  tow 
will  be  met  by  the  trucker-contractor  who 
will  then  buy  the  wetback  party  by  paying 
off  the  smuggler.  This  trucker-contractor, 
in  turn,  will  have  a  deal  to  deliver  workers 
to  farm  employers  at  an  agreed-upon  price 
per  head. 

There  are  other  well-known  and  well- 
established  practices  to  facilita4-^  and  en¬ 
courage  the  entrance  of  wetbacks.  They 
range  from  spreading  news  of  employment  in 
the  plazas  and  over  the  radio  to  the  with¬ 
holding  from  wages  of  what  is  called  a  “de¬ 
posit”  which  is  intended  to  urge,  if  not' 
guarantee,  the  return  'to  the  same  farm  as 
quickly  as  possible  of  a  wetback  employee 
who  may  be  apprehended  and  taken  back  to 
Mexico. 

The  term  “deposit”  requires  some  explana¬ 
tion.  Members  of  this  Commission  person¬ 
ally  interviewed  wetback  workers  appre¬ 
hended  by  immigration  officers  in  the  Lower 
Rio  Grande  Valley.  These  workers  had  been 
paid  for  the  cotton  they  had  picked  during 
the  preceding  2  or  3  weeks.  However,  their 
employers  had  withheld  $10  to  $15  from  their 
pay.  Such  sums,  we  discovered,  are  known 
as  “deposits.”  To  redeem  this  deposit,  the 
wetback  was  required  to  reenter  illegally  and 
to  reappear  on  the  farm  employer’s  premises 
within  10  days. 

Once  on  the  United  States  side  of  the 
border  and  on  the  farm,  numerous  devices 
are  employed  to  keep  the  wetback  on  the  job. 
Basic  to  all  these  devices  is  the  fact  that  the 
wetback  is  a  person  of  legal  disability  who  is 
under  jeopardy  of  immediate  deportation  if 
caught.  He  is  told  that  if  he  leaves  the  farm, 
he  will  be  reported  to  the  Immigration  Serv¬ 
ice  or  that,  equally  unfortunate  to  him,  the 
Immigration  Service  will  surely  find  him  if 
he  ventures  into  town  or  out  on  the  roads. 
To  assure  that  he  will  stay  until  his  services 
are  no  longer  needed,  his  pay,  or  some  por¬ 
tion  thereof,  frequently  is  held  back.  Some¬ 
times,  he  is  deliberately  kept  indebted  to  the 
farmer’s  store  or  commissary  until  the  end 
of  the  season,  at  which  time  he  may  be  given 
enough  to  buy  shoes  or  clothing  and  en¬ 
couraged  to  return  the  following  season. 

When  the  work  is  done,  neither  the  farmer 
nor  the  community  wants  the  wetback 
around.  The  number  o'  apprehensions  and 
deportations  tends  to  rise  very  rapidly  at 
the  close  of  a  seasonal  work  period.  This 
can  be  interpreted  not  alone  to.  mean  that 
the  immigration  officer  suddenly  goes  about 
his  work  with  renewed  zeal  and  vigor,  but 
rather  that  at  this  time  of  the  year  coopera¬ 
tion  in  law  enforcement  by  farm  employers 
and  townspeople  rapidly  undergoes  consider¬ 
able  improvement. 

Of  course  we  have  to  be  mighty  care¬ 
ful  when  we  devise  a  penalty  to  be  sure 
that  only  those  who  harbor,  those  who 
retain,  those  who  hire  wetbacks  have 
knowledge  or  reason  to  believe  or  could 
easily  find  out  those  whom  they  employ 
are  wetbacks  shall  be  subject  to  pen¬ 
alty.  Intent  must  be  proven  before  con¬ 
viction.  It  is  a  very  simple  matter  for 
those  who  hire  a  wetback  to  ask  the 
wetback:  Where  is  your  card  issued  by 
the  immigration  authorities?  Where  is 
your  social-security  card?  Identification 
would  not  be  difficult. 

Up  in  New  York  or  up  in  Rochester, 
for  instance,  where  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  comes  from,  or  out  in  Chicago, 
where  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  comes 
from,  if  anyone  would  hire,  retain,  har¬ 
bor,  and  give  comfort  to  an  illegal  alien 
coming  down  from  Canada  or  coming 
in  from  Poland  or  Russia  or  what  have 
you,  they  would  be  on  top  of  that  indi¬ 


vidual  in  a  minute,  would  detain  him 
and  invoke  all  possible  penalties  against 
him.  But  when  it  comes  to  farm  labor¬ 
ers  who  come  from  Mexico,  no.  The 
shoe  is  on  the  other  foot.  Texas  em¬ 
ployers  of  wetbacks  and  aliens  illegally 
are  sacrosanct.  We  put  the  aura  of 
legality  around  everything  they  do.  I 
cannot  swallow  that. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  Mexico. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  I  appreciate  the 
sincerity  of  the  gentleman  and  his  de¬ 
sire  to  do  something  effective,  but  does 
he  realize  that  there  are  thousands  of 
these  alien  Mexicans  who  fall  within  the 
category  described  by  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  who  have  dependent  chil¬ 
dren  born  in  this  country,  therefore  are 
American  citizens,  and  who  would  be 
starved  out? 

Mr.  CELLER.  If  they  are  American 
citizens  they  do  not  come  within  the  pur¬ 
view  of  this  amendment.  I  do  not  wish 
to  and  actually  do  not  harm  American 
citizens.  Any  citizen  can  produce  easily 
records  to  show  his  citizenship. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  I  am  speaking 
about  the  parents. 

Mr.  CELLER.  If  they  are  American 
citizens  or  children  of  American  citi¬ 
zens,  they  are  not  within  the  four  squares 
of  this  legislation  whatsoever. 

The  employers  of  wetbacks  think  they 
have  a  vested  right  to  them. 

I  quote  from  the  report  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent’s  Commission  once  again: 

Although  farm  employers  testified  they 
preferred  legal  to  illegal  labor,  their  position 
comes  to  this:  If  Mexican  labor  cannot  be 
obtained  legally  on  terms  satisfactory  to  the 
employers,  they  will  obtain  Mexican  labor 
,  illegally.  The  manager  of  the  Agricultural 
Producers  Labor  Committee  said  as  much  in 
his  testimony  at  Los  Angeles: 

“If  Government  red  tape  and  the  inability 
of  the  two  Governments  involved  prevent 
us  from  putting  under  contract  the  help  we 
need  during  the  peak  harvest  seasons,  we 
will  use  wetbacks,  because  we  are  going  to 
harvest  our  crops.  We  have  wetbacks  in  our 
employ  today.  In  fact,  one  of  our  associa¬ 
tion’s  representatives  is  in  El  Centro  and 
Calexico  today  legalizing  wetbacks.” 

Arizona  has  the  least  wetback  traffic.  This 
unequal  access  to  wetback  labor  causes  re¬ 
sentment,  as  is  well  expressed  in  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  the  manager  of  the  Arizona  Cooper¬ 
ative  Cotton  Growers’  Association: 

“Our  farmers  for  several  years  have  had 
a  continuous  and  loud  complaint  that  their 
friends  and  acquaintances  in  other  border¬ 
ing  States  have  a  comparatively  large  supply 
of  wetback  labor,  while  in  Arizona  the  border 
patrol  very  successfully  and  carefully  en¬ 
forces  the  law  against  illegal  aliens  on  the 
ranches.  We  have  never  tried  to  exert  pres¬ 
sure  to  have  this  enforcement  relieved,  but 
we  do  want  to  call  the  attention  of  high 
figures  (officials)  to  the  fact  that  the  other 
States  should  be  treated  alike;  that  if  en¬ 
forcement  is  being  relaxed  in  other  States, 
it  should  be  relaxed  in  Arizona;  that  if  en¬ 
forcement  is  going  to  be  strict  in  Arizona,  we 
want  it  strict  in  other  States.” 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
In  opposition  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make 
it  perfectly  clear  that  the  House  Com¬ 


mittee  on  Agriculture  is  not  interested 
in  perpetuating  the  influx  of  wetbacks 
into  this  country.  There  is  nothing  in 
this  bill  that  impairs  or  imperils  any  of 
the  immigration  laws  of  this  Nation. 

It  is  amazing  to  me  to  hear  the  distin¬ 
guished  gentleman  from  New  York,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary,  charged  with  the  responsibility 
of  giving  attention  to  the  immigration 
laws,  standing  in  the  well  of  the  House 
and  denouncing  a  bill  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture  which  in  no  way 
interferes  with  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
gentleman’s  committee.  He  stood  here 
yesterday  with  tears  in  his  eyes,  almost, 
begging  you  to  protect  the  health  of  the 
people  of  this  Nation  from  the  loathe- 
some  hands  of  the  Mexicans  that  were 
coming  in  with  all  kinds  of  diseases  that 
.were  likely  to  destroy  the  health  and 
habits  of  our  people.  Why  does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  not  go  to  his  own  committee 
room  and  assemble  his  own  committee 
and  do  something  about  the  wetback 
problem?  That  is  not  my  problem;  that 
is  his  problem.  The  wetback  problem 
is  deplorable.  There  is  a  responsibility, 
and  all  of  us  know  where  it  belongs,  and 
it  is  not  in  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture.  If  we,  by  chance,  should  be  bold 
enough  or  audacious  enough  to  come  out 
with  a  bill  that  interfered  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  jurisdiction,  he  would  be  the 
first  one  to  protest  about  it.  Why  does 
he  not  look  after  the  aliens  of  New  York 
and  catalog  them  and  examine  them? 
What  is  fair  for  the  goose  is  also  fair 
for  the  gander.  If  they  want  to  clean 
up  this  country  of  all  aliens,  they  will 
have  the  cooperation  of  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  and  other  mem¬ 
bers  of  our  committee.  I  am  anxious 
to  enforce  the  immigration  laws  and  I 
want  them  enforced,  and  I  am  not  will¬ 
ing  to  do  anything  to  weaken  them. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  would  say  that  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  has  inaugu¬ 
rated  an  investigation  of  the  wetback  : 
situation,  and  that  investigation  is  in 
process  now.  The  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Walter]  is  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  and  they  are  going 
down  into  the  various  areas  and  check¬ 
ing  on  that  very  matter.  We  are  work¬ 
ing  on  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  not  a  question. 
The  gentleman’s  committee  started 
working  on  this  problem  after  I  had 
appointed  a  subcommittee  and  after  our 
subcommittee  had  conducted  hearings 
throughout  the  country. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  JOHNSON.  Furthermore,  the 
wetback  problem  is  over  25  years  old. 
This  has  been  going  on  for  a  long  time. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly,  and  there  is 
nothing  new  about  it.  For  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  to  become  so  zealous 
and  intemperate  and  refer  to  the  cotton 
farmers  of  the  South  as  a  bunch  of 
predatory  pimps  and  procurers  is  in¬ 
tolerable. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  did  not  say  that. 
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Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  what  I  under¬ 
stood  the  gentleman  to  say.  He  said 
1  that  the  little  ones  were  the  pimps  but 
i  the  big  ones  were  predatory  pimps  and 

I  procurers,  as  I  understood  it. 

This  amendment  appears  to  me  to  be 
just  about  as  ridiculous  as  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  argument  in  support  of  it.  He 
would  make  it  unlawful  for  an  American 
citizen  to  fail  to  report  a  person  whom 
he  suspected  of  being  in  this  country 
1  illegally.  Is  there  any  precedent,  I  ask 
you,  in  all  the  legal  jurisprudence  of  this 
Republic  that  you  could  point  to  for  sup¬ 
port  of  any  such  proposal  as  that? 

If,  by  chance,  an  American  citizen, 
some  farmer  in  some  section,  failed  to 
comply,  he  could  be  fined  and  im¬ 
prisoned. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  fear  he  has  misunder¬ 
stood  the  gentleman  from  New  York, 
because  his  amendment  does  not  say  that 
if  anybody  suspicions  anyone  else  of 
being  in  here  illegally  that  he  is  guilty 
of  any  crime  if  he  does  not  report  it, 
but  only  if  an  employer,  who  suspicions 
a  Mexican  being  in  here  illegally^  does 
not  report  him.  If  he  is  living  in  New 
York  City  he  is  not  guilty  of  any  crime. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right,  as  long 
as  he  is  not  a  Mexican. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  amendment  goes 
t  further  than  that  and  says,  if  he  has 
l  any  reasonable  grounds  to  suspect. 

|  Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  do  not  agree  en- 
i:  tirely  with  the  gentleman  from  North 
!|  Carolina.  I  would  like  to  support  an 
j  amendment  on  this  general  subject,  but 
I  cannot  support  the  amendment  of- 
i  fered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York. 
Mr.  COOLEY.  Certainly  the  gentle¬ 
man  would  want  to  support  something 
I  that  could  operate  with  uniformity  and 
in  all  sections  of  this  country. 

Mr.  KEATING.  And  furthermore, 
something  that  would  be  constitutional. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  five 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  object,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man.  unless  the  gentleman  will  respond 
to  a  question. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
is  there  a  condition  attached  to  it? 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  be¬ 
fore  the  Committee  is  the  unanimous- 
consent  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina. 

Is  there  objection? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 


Mr.  CELLER.  Is  the  gentleman 
acquainted  with  the  fact  that  the  other 
body  passed  an  amendment  making  it  a 
felony,  and  that  I  reduced  it  to  a  mis¬ 
demeanor  and  the  other  body  accepted 
it? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  may  be  true,  but 
that  does  not  mean  that  I  am  willing  to 
accept  it,  nor  does  it  mean  that  the 
House  should  accept  it,  and  I  do  not 
think  it  is  right  for  us  to  pass  a  law 
of  this  kind  with  all  these  penalties  and 
pains  in  it,  and  make  it  applicable  only 
to  the  Mexican  people. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle-’ 
man  from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  ABERNETHY.  The  gentleman 
has  just  stated  that  there  are  no  pre¬ 
cedents  in ‘this  country,  or  in  the  juris¬ 
prudence  of  this  country,  for  a  law  of 
this  kind,  and  he  is  eminently  correct. 
I  would  like  to  point  out  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  and  to  the  House  that  there  was 
a  precedent  for  such  in  Hitler’s  Ger¬ 
many  and  Mussolini’s  Italy.  The  fiery 
ovens  of  Buchenwald  are  still  smoking 
from  the  burned  flesh  of  a  particular 
group  of  people  because  of  their  failure 
to  report  to  Hitler  and  Mussolini  the 
knowledge  or  suspicion  which  they  had 
or  should  have  had  of  some  individuals 
who  had  violated  Hitler’s  laws.  America 
has  never  punished  its  people  because 
of  their  failure  or  refusal  to  be  snoopers 
and  more  particularly  for  their  failure 
to  report  their  suspicions  of  offenders 
of  the  law. 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH.  Mr.  Chairmanj 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH.  I  should  like  to 
make  a  correction  or  see  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  aware  of  the  facts  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  statement  just  made  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York.  I  under¬ 
stood  him  to  say  that  his  amendment  was 
identical  with  the  provisions  enacted  by 
the  other  body.  That  is  not  the  fact, 
because  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  states,  “Any 
person  who  shall  employ  as  farm  la¬ 
borers.”  Those  words  did  not  appear  in 
the  Senate  bill  and  those  words  very  dis¬ 
tinctly  modify  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
proposed  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  agree  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  ELLSWORTH.  He  sets  out  a  cer¬ 
tain  class  of  people  to  whom  the  law 
should  apply,  whereas  the  general  prac¬ 
tice  is  to  make  it  apply  to  all. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  It  applies  only  to 
farm  laborers.  If  it  is  adopted,  you 
could  bring  them  in  for  any  other  work 
except  on  farms.  That  is  the  very  place 
we  need  them.  I  do  not  need  them  in 
my  district,  but  there  are  18  States  in 
which  the  farmers  are  calling  for  aid  to 
help  them  harvest  the  crops. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  May  I  ask  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina  in  all  fair¬ 
ness  if  this  is  a  fact,  that  the  proposal 


in  a  general  nature,  applying  to  all  work¬ 
ers  and  to  all  employers,  was  stricken 
out  on  a  point  of  order  yesterday? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes,  it  was. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Therefore,  the  only 
way  that  any  penalty  provision  could  be 
brought  into  the  bill  at  all  was  by  apply¬ 
ing  it  to  the  title  of  the  bill  and  narrow¬ 
ing  it  to  agricultural  labor. 

Mr.  CQOLEY.  The  thing  about  it  is 
that,  the  gentleman  of  course  realizes, 
all  of  section  509  went  out  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  That  is  right,  but  I 
do  not  want  to  leave  the  impression  with 
those  who  were  not  here  yesterday  that 
this  is  just  addressed  to  farm  laborers. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Of  course  it  is. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Is  not  that  exactly  the 
reason  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary 
ought  to  consider  a  matter  of  this  kind 
and  give  some  active  consideration  to  it, 
rather  than  trying  to  amend  our  bill  on 
the  floor? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect.  Section  509  is  properly  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary. 

Mr.  YATES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  YATES.  How  would  the  gentle¬ 
man  enforce  compliance  with  the  law 
other  than  through  a  penalty  provision? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  This  is  the  confusion. 
We  are  not  trying  to  legalize  the  entry 
of  wetbacks.  We  are  not  dealing  with 
the  wetback  problem  except  insofar  as 
we  are  providing  a  legal  method  by 
which  contract  labor  can  be  brought  into 
this  country  under  contracts  negotiated 
between  the  Republic  of  Mexico  and  the 
United  States  Government. 

Mr.  YATES.  Do  not  such  contracts  set 
forth  certain  conditions  and  regulations 
which  farmers  must  obey? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  YATES.  Suppose  there  is  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  contract  provision,  how 
would  the  gentleman  enforce  the  con¬ 
tract? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  employer  is  held 
to  account,  first  for  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
portation. 

Mr.  YATES.  How? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  All  of  this  will  be  taken 
care  of  in  the  contract. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  - 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas. 

Mr.  POAGE.  There  are  two  provisions 
involved  there,  first  the  provision  that 
before  the  farmer  can  get  the  contract 
labor  he  has  to  enter  into  an  obligation 
with  the  United  States  Government  to 
carry  out  the  provisions  of  the  contract, 
and  second,  that  if  he  violates  any  of  the 
terms  of  the  contract  he  cannot  get  any 
more  contract  labor.  To  any  man  who 
is  in  the  farming  business,  that  is  the 
most  effective  way  to  keep  him  from  a 
Violation. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  he  has  a  civil  lia¬ 
bility  at  every  moment  of  the  time  the 
man  is  in  the  country. 
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Mr.  POAGE.  The  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  is  noted  for 
the  fact  that  he  has  sought  to  defend 
the  rights  of  minority  groups.  He  has 
sought  to  see  that  some  minorities  are 
not  oppressed.  The  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  the  Judiciary  with  that 
creditable  record  in  behalf  of  certain 
minorities  now  comes  here  and  asks  us 
to  pass  a  piece  of  legislation  which  would 
utterly  destroy  the  rights  of  a  great 
group  of  American  citizens,  to  wit,  those 
American  citizens  of  Latin  ancestry. 
You  cannot  tell  whether  they  were  born 
in  the  United  States  or  whether  they 
were  born  in  Mexico. 

Our  distinguished  colleague  who  repre¬ 
sents  the  State  of  New  Mexico  stood  in 
the  well  yeserday  and  pointed  out  that 
were  this  amendment  to  be  adopted  in  all 
probability  he  would  find  it  extremely 
difficul.  to  secure  employment  anywhere 
under  normal  conditions  or  when  there 
was  a  surplus  of  labor,  because  nobody 
could  look  at  him  and  tell  whether  he 
was  born  in  the  United  States  or  born 
in  Mexico,  and  that  he  could  not  prove 
that  he  was  born  in  the  United  States. 

There  are  3,000,000  of  these  citizens 
of  Latin  ancestry  in  the  United  States, 
and  they  are  just  as  much  citizens  as 
the  gentleman  and  I  are.  They  were 
born  here,  but  you  cannot  tell  whether 
they  were  born  in  the  United  States  or 
born  in  Mexico.  They  are  the  ones  on 
whom  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  would  impose  the  bur¬ 
den,  because  it  would  be  they  who  would 
not  get  employment.  With  this  amend¬ 
ment  in  force,  what  farmer  would  em¬ 
ploy  an  American  of  Latin  decent  if  he 
could  find  somebody  else  to  employ.  He 
would  say,  “Why  take  a  chance?  Why 
employ  you?”  I  might  suspect  that  any 
man  was  of  Mexican  ancestry  because 
perchance  he  could  speak  Spanish. 
This  would  put  a  penalty  on  every  man 
who  speaks  Spanish.  Are  we  going  to 
do  that  sort  of  thing  in  the  United 
States?  Are  we  going  to  create  discrim¬ 
ination  by  law  against  a  great  part  of 
our  citizens?  Is  that  the  kind  of  treat¬ 
ment  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
advocates  for  minorities? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  just  want  to  ask  you 
not  to  lose  sight  of  the  importance  of 
these  objectionable  amendments,  be¬ 
cause  if  the  amendments  are  adopted,  I 
am  convinced  we  will  just  not  have  any 
legislation  on  the  subject.  I  think  this 
legislation  is  badly  needed,  and  I  hope 
you  will  vote  the  amendments  down. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Since  my  name  was 
not  mentioned — reference  being  made  to 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary — I  want  to  point  out  that  it 
will  simply  be  a  matter,  so  far  as  the 
Mexican  aliens  are  concerned,  of  them 
being  possessed  of  a  court  order  admit¬ 
ting  them,  and  they  could  show  that  to 
the  prospective  employer.  So  far  as  en¬ 
gaging  workers  of  Spanish-American 
origin,  there  is  nothing  unlawful  about 
hiring  those  of  Spanish-American  origin. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the  amend¬ 
ment. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  in  this  debate 
we  have  lost  sight  of  the  purposes  of  this 
bill.  This  bill  was  introduced  to  give 
some  relief  to  the  agricultural  producers 
of  America,  who  have  been  called  upon 
to  produce  as  they  have  never  produced 
before.  Down  in  my  section  of  Missouri, 
and  some  people  do  not  consider  Missouri 
as  a  cotton-producing  State,  we  will  need 
10,000  Mexicans  if  we  are  to  get  out  the 
cotton  crop  that  we  have  been  asked  to 
produce.  I  make  that  statement  based 
upon  a  statement  made  by  the  Division 
of  Employment  Security  at  Jefferson 
City,  in  which  it  is  said  that  we  are  going 
to  need  these  employees.  Substantiating 
this  statement,  T  herewith  quote  a  letter 
from  the  Division  of  Employment  Secu¬ 
rity,  Department  of  Labor  and  Indus¬ 
trial  Relations  of  the  State  of  Missouri, 
Jefferson  City,  Mo.,  under  date  of  May 
7,  1951,  addressed  to  S.  Crews  Reynolds, 
president,  Missouri  Cotton  Producers  As¬ 
sociation,  Portageville,  Mo.: 

Dear  Mr.  Reynolds:  I  want  you  to  know 
that  I  share  the  concern  expressed  in  your 
letter  of  May  3,  regarding  labor  supply  for 
your  cotton  crop  this  year.  We  are  directing 
our  efforts  to  the  supplying  of  every  possible 
assistance  in  recruiting  the  necessary  workers 
for  cotton  chopping  and  picking  in  south¬ 
east  Missouri,  and  I  expect  to  fully  support 
the  importation  of  any  workers  from  outside 
the  United  States  that  may  be  necessary  to 
supplement  our  available  labor  supply. 

The  following  answers  to  your  specific 
questions  are  based  on  the  best  information 
that  we  can  obtain.  As  you  suggest,  the 
questions  are  difficult,  but  we  at  least  have 
same  background  of  experience  to  support 
our  estimates  on  labor  supply  and  demand 
for  cotton  production  this  year. 

1.  Under  normal  conditions  the  production 
of  600,000  acres  of  cotton,  plus  other  crops 
in  the  cotton  counties,  requires  about  53,000 
workers  at  the  peak  of  cotton  chopping.  Due 
to  mechanization  in  crops  other  than  cotton, 
and  due  to  the  fact  that  acreage  for  other 
crops  varies  in  relation  to  the  amount  of 
acreage  set  aside  for  cotton  production,  we 
believe  that  labor  for  crops  other  than  cotton 
can  be  handled  without  any  material  in¬ 
crease  in  the  total  of  workers  estimated  for 
the  cotton  crop.  This  same  observation  also 
holds  for  the  harvesting  season. 

2  and  3.  We  estimate  that  approximately 
38,000  workers  in  the  local  area  will  be 
available  for  cotton  chopping.  This  will 
leave  an  additional  need  for  15,000  workers 
at  the  chopping  peak.  We  estimate  that 
3,000  of  the  15,000  workers  will  be  obtained 
from  adjacent  and  other  areas  in  Missouri, 
and  that  approximately  12,000  will  have  to 
be  brought  in  from  out  of  State  areas.  We 
believe  that  the  necessary  12,000  workers 
can  be  obtained  from  the  States  of  Texas, 
Arkansas,  Tennessee,  Illinois,  and  Kentucky, 
and  doubt  that  workers  imported  from  out¬ 
side  the  United  States  will  be  necessary 
during  the  chopping  season. 

4.  We  estimate  that  a  total  of  100,000 
workers  will  be  required  under  normal  con¬ 
ditions  to  harvest  600,000  acres  of  cotton. 
This  means  100,000  “different”  workers,  as 
the  average  worker  does  not  work  throughout 
the  cotton-picking  season.  We  further  es¬ 
timate  that  approximately  86,000  workers 
will  be  needed  for  the  peak  of  the  cotton 
picking  season  during  the  latter  half  of 
October.  As  I  stated  in  an  earlier  paragraph, 
other  crops  in  the  area,  we  think  should  be 
harvested  without  materially  increasing  the 
total  of  workers  required  for  the  cotton 
crop. 

5.  It  is  our  estimate  that  approximately 
50,000  local  workers  will  be  available  for 
the  cotton-picking  season. 


6.  On  the  above  basis,  about  35,000  or 
36,000  workers  from  outside  your  local  area 
will  be  needed  for  the  peak  of  your  cotton 
harvest.  We  estimate  that  5,000  to  6,000 
of  these  additional  workers  will  come  from 
other  areas  in  Missouri,  and  that  probably 
up  to  30,000  will  need  to  be  brought  in  from 
outside  the  State.  Migratory  workers  from 
the  States  of  Texas,  Arkansas,  Illinois,  Ken¬ 
tucky,  and  Tennessee  constitute  the  usual 
source  of  supply  for  pickers  during  the  sea¬ 
son  peak. 

It  is  our  opinion  at  this  time  that  it  may 
prove  difficult  to  obtain  all  of  the  30,000 
tdditional  out  of  State  workers  from  the 
States  indicated.  You  may  be  interested  to 
know  that  we  had  a  meeting  last  Wednesday 
with  Representatives  Wallace,  Buckley, 
Sando,  and  Penman,  who  with  others  spon¬ 
sored  the  recent  House  resolution  with  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  urgency  of  the  labor-supply 
situation  for  cotton  production  in  Missouri. 
We  agreed  with  these  gentlemen  that  prob¬ 
ably  up  to  10,000  Mexican  nationals  may  be 
needed  to  supply  the  possible  deficit  in  our 
available  labor  supply  during  the  cotton 
harvest.  If  it  is  necessary  to  import  such 
workers  I  will  use  all  the.  means  within 
my  power  in  an  endeavor  to  obtain  these 
workers  for  you. 

As  a  matter  of  interest  to  you,  Mr.  Charles 
Kenyon,  our  farm  placement  representative, 
is  in  Austin,  Tex.,  this  week  to  make  any 
preliminary  arrangements  that  may  be  pos¬ 
sible  to  direct  Texas  migratory  workers  to 
Missouri  this  year.  Also  Mr.  Joseph  Fei- 
genspan  of  our  employment  service  is  en 
route  to  old  Mexico  where  we  are  hoping  he 
may  be  very  useful  in  representing  our  an¬ 
ticipated  need  for  Mexican  national  workers 
for  the  cotton  harvest. 

You  will  find  enclosed  a  short  narrative 
which  will  give  you  some  detail  regarding  the 
organization  and  program  maintained  by  our 
agency  to  assist  cotton  producers  in  their 
labor  supply  problems.  This  narrative  also 
contains  our  preseason  estimates  on  labor 
supply  and  demand  for  Missouri  cotton  pro¬ 
duction  this  year,  and  I  believe  it  will,  to 
some  extent,  amplify  my  reply  to  your  ques¬ 
tions. 

I  appreciate  your  interest  in  writing  to 
me,  and  will  be  very  glad  if  you  will  advise 
me  at  any  time  that  you  believe  I  may  fur¬ 
ther  assist  you. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Chas.  A.  Ricker,  Director. 

Also  I  would  like  to  present  herewith  a 
copy  of  a  resolution  adopted  in  the  House 
of  Representatives  of  the  Missouri  Legis¬ 
lature,  pertaining  to  this  same  subject: 

House  Resolution  90 

Whereas  by  reason  of  national  mobiliza¬ 
tion  for  defense  production  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  has  requested  that  the  acreage  used 
for  the  growing  of  cotton  be  increased  to 
30,000,000  acres  in  1951,  an  increase  of  11,- 
000,000  acres  over  that  grown  in  the  year 
1950;  and 

Whereas  Missouri’s  quota  of  such  acreage 
devoted  to  the  growing  of  cotton  has  been 
fixed  at  600,000  acres;  or  40  percent  over  1950 
planted  acres;  and 

Whereas  cotton  constitutes  the  largest 
cash  agricultural  crop  produced  in  the  State 
of  Missouri;  and 

Whereas  such  increase  in  acreage  as  well 
as  increased  production  required  in  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  all  agricultural  products,  will 
necessarily  require  a  substantial  increase  in 
the  number  of  farm  workers  to  plant,  cul¬ 
tivate  and  harvest  such  crops;  and 

Whereas  in  the  year  1950,  out  of  a  total 
of  approximately  100,000  workers  required 
to  handle  the  cotton  crop,  over  42,000  were 
brought  into  the  State  for  such  purpose; 
and 

Whereas  the  Government  is  building  and 
will  soon  operate  an  atomic  bomb  plant  at 


1951 
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Paducah,  Ky.,  which  will  require  thousands 
of  employees  in  its  operation,  most  of  whom 
will  be  drawn  from  southeast  Missouri  and 
on  the  neighboring  States  of  Kentucky  and 
?  Tennessee,  thus  further  reducing  the  poten¬ 
tial  labor  supply;  and 

Whereas  the  increased  acreage  as  afore¬ 
said  will  require  about  20  percent  more 
workers  in  1951  than  was  used  in  1950  to 
plant  and  cultivate  said  cotton  crop  and 
about  30  percent  more  workers  for  the  har¬ 
vesting  of  such  crops :  Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  Federal  Government, 
the  United  States  Employment  Service,  and 
the  Missouri  State  Employment  Service  be 
requested  by  the  House  of  Representatives  of 
the  General  Assembly  of  Missouri  to  lend 
assistance  to  the  cotton  growers  of  this  State 
in  providing  adequate  numbers  of  farm 
workers  to  enable  the  production  of  the 
amount  of  cotton  required  as  aforesaid;  and 
be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  resolution  be 
forwarded  by  the  chief  clerk  of  the  house 
to  the  President  of  the  United  States;  to 
Senators  Thomas  C.  Hennings,  Jr.,  and  James 
P.  Kem;  to  Hon.  Paul  C.  Jones,  Representa¬ 
tive  in  Congress  of  the  Tenth  District  of  the 
State  of  Missouri;  to  the  Honorable  Maurice 
Tobir,  Secretary  of  Labor;  Hon.  Robert  Good¬ 
win,  Director  of  the  United  States  Employ¬ 
ment  Service;  to  Gov.  Forrest  Smith,  and  to 
Hon.  Charles  A.  Ricker,  director  of  the  Divi¬ 
sion  of  Employment  Security  of  the  State 
of  Missouri. 

I  think  it  is  very  unfair  for  people  who 
are  not  acquainted  with  this  situation  at 
all,  and  I  have  noticed  that  most  of  those 
who  are  speaking  against  this  bill  have 
never  had  any  experience  with  this  type 
of  labor,  to  attack  the  bill.  This  bill  is 
not  for  the  purpose  of  helping  any  wet¬ 
backs  to  get  into  the  country.  If  you 
will  read  the  bill  as  it  was  approved  by 
the  committee,  you  will  find  it  was  to 
permit  the  legal  entry  of  emergency  tem¬ 
porary  agricultural  workers.  Nov;,  some 
do-gooders  would  try  to  cover  up  c  r  cor¬ 
rect  mistakes  which  should  have  been 
corrected  by  some  other  committee,  by 
putting  on  a  rider  to  this  bill.  I  think 
you  should  consider  the  fact  that  in  the 
other  body  the  section  which  was  adopt¬ 
ed  as  an  amendment  to  the  original  bill 
was  declared  out  of  order  here  yester¬ 
day.  Then  they  seek  to  put  on  another 
amendment  here  which  has  not  been 
considered  by  the  committee  and  which 
could  not  properly  have  been  considered 
by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture,  which 
brought  forth  a  good  bill,  which  will  give 
relief.  In  view  of  the  action  taken  yes¬ 
terday,  I  believe  most  people  will  agree 
that  we  should  pass  the  bill  as  originally 
reported  by  our  committee. 

I  ask  all  of  you  people  who  are  in- 
!  terested  in  helping  the  agricultural  peo¬ 
ple  and  the  farmers  of  this  country  who 
are  sorely  in  need  of  labor,  to  help  the 
farmers  and  to  help  us  get  through  a  bill 
which  will  permit  the  legal  entry  and 
legal  contracting  of  these  workers  and 
leave  the  correction  of  any  inequities  or 
any  illegalities  that  may  exist  to  the 
proper  committee. 

All  I  ask  is  that  the  farmers  and  the 
people  who  are  producing  be  treated  fair¬ 
ly  and  be  given  an  opportunity  to  bring 
in  these  workers  who  are  so  sadly  need¬ 
ed  in  this  emergency. 

For  that  reason  I  ask  that  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
be  defeated  and  that  the  Senate  substi¬ 


tute  be  defeated,  and  that  we  adopt  a 
bill  which  has  been  considered  and  ap¬ 
proved  in  committee,  and  not  a  bill  writ¬ 
ten  on  the  floor  of  the  House  because  we 
will  make  the  same  mistake  in  doing  that 
that  they  made  in  the  other  body  when 
they  adopted  an  amendment  which  was 
out  of  order,  although  the  point  of  order 
was  not  raised  there  at  the  time — and  I 
think  if  it  had  been  raised  there,  we 
would  not  have  had  this  thing  come 
up  here. 

Some  of  the  opponents  of  this  bill  who 
apparently  are  posing  as  experts  on  this 
subject  merely  because  they  have  read  a 
series  of  newspaper  articles  written  by  a 
New  York  correspondent  seem  to  place 
implicit  confidence  in  this  one  man’s 
opinions  and  apparently  have  sought  no 
further  information.  It  is  rather  amus¬ 
ing  to  note  that  not  less  than  three  of  the 
opponents  have  each  seen  fit  to  have  in¬ 
serted  in  the  Congressional  Record, 
either  all  or  excerpts  from  this  series  of 
articles  and  appear  to  be  basing  their 
case  wholly  upon  the  writings  of  this  one 
man.  Here  again  the  opponents  persist 
in  calling  attention  to  the  existence  of  a 
problem  which  no  one  denies  does  exist, 
despite  the  fact  that  it  may  be  greatly 
exaggerated,  but  at  the  same  time  it  is 
not  a  problem  which  should  be  corrected 
by  the  bill  before  the  House  or  by  any 
legislation  emanating  from  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture.  The  age-old  prob¬ 
lem  of  the  illegal  wetbacks  is  one  which 
should  be  corrected  by  the  Committee  on 
Judiciary  after  the  proper  consideration 
and  not  be  hastily-drawn  legislation  on 
the  floor  of  the  House. 

As  to  the  problem  presently  before  the 
House,  I  have  stated  my  position  on  sev¬ 
eral  occasions  along  the  lines  contained 
in  the  following  excerpt  from  a  recent 
weekly  newsletter  which  appeared  in 
most  of  the  newspapers  of  my  district, 
as  follows: 

Reconsidering  its  previous  action,  the 
Committee  on  Rules  on  last  Wednesday 
granted  a  rule  permitting  the  migratory 
(Mexican)  farm  labor  bill  to  be  brought  be¬ 
fore  the  House  for  consideration.  Members 
from  the  cotton-producing  States,  where 
such  labor  is  used,  are  hopeful  that  this  bill 
will  be  brought  up  some  time  during  the 
coming  week.  While  there  is  considerable 
opposition  to  the  bill,  I  think  most  of  this 
comes  from  the  fact  that  many  people,  in¬ 
cluding  some  of  my  friends  in  southeast  Mis¬ 
souri,  do  not  appreciate  the  problem  which 
we  are  facing  as  a  result  of  a  labor  shortage 
which  appears  to  be  likely  this  fall  unless 
some  arrangements  are  made  to  import  some 
of  this  emergency  migratory  labor. 

A  recent  communication  from  the  Division 
of  Employment  Security  in  Jefferson  City 
states  that  a  recent  survey  indicates  that 
approximately  86,000  workers  will  be  needed 
for  the  peak  of  the  cotton-picking  season  in 
southeast  Missouri  during  the  latter  half  of 
October.  That  office  estimates  that  approxi¬ 
mately  50,000  local  workers  will  be  available 
and  that  an  additional  5,000  to  6,000  work¬ 
ers  will  come  from  other  areas  in  Missouri. 
In  addition,  there  will  be  migratory  workers 
from  the  States  of  Texas,  Arkansas,  Illinois, 
Kentucky,  and  Tennessee  who  will  be  at¬ 
tracted  to  our  section  during  the  cotton¬ 
picking  season.  In  checking  the  possibility 
of  obtaining  outside  labor  from  adjoining 
States,  the  State  employment  service  esti¬ 
mates  that  probably  up  to  10,000  Mexican 
nationals  may  be  needed  to  supply  the  pos¬ 
sible  deficit  in  our  available  labor  supply 


during  the  cotton  harvest.  This  agency  has 
been  working  with  a  delegation  from  the 
Missouri  State  Legislature  which  recently 
adopted  a  resolution  urging  "the  Federal 
Government,  the  United  States  Employment 
Service,  and  the  Missouri  State  Employment 
Service  *  *  *  to  lend  assistance  to  the 

cotton  growers  of  this  State  in  providing 
adequate  numbers  of  farm  workers  to  enable 
the  production  of  the  amount  of  cotton  re¬ 
quired.  *  *  *” 

Despite  the  fact  that  under  normal  condi¬ 
tions  few  of  us  like  to  see  any  type  of  mi¬ 
gratory  or  foreign  labor  come  into  our  com¬ 
munity  and  would  much  prefer  to  have  all 
of  this  work  done  by  citizens  residing  in  our 
own  communities,  I  think  we  must  recognize 
the  situation  that  due  to  the  fact  that  Mis¬ 
souri  has  planted  its  largest  cotton  crop  in 
the  face  of  an  impending  labor  shortage,  it 
is  imperative  that  we  make  such  arrange¬ 
ments  as  are  necessary  to  provide  for  the 
picking  of  this  crop.  Only  by  obtaining  an 
adequate  supply  of  labor  can  southeast  Mis¬ 
souri  and  other  cotton-producing  sections 
of  the  Nation  reach  the  production  goals 
which  have  been  called  for  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture,  and  it  is  also  necessary  that 
this  labor  be  made  available  if  our  farmers 
are  to  avoid  the  great  loss  which  would  fol¬ 
low  failure  to  harvest  what  may  prove  to  be 
a  record-breaking  crop. 

Under  the  law  we  are  seeking  to  pass,  all 
foreign  labor  would  be  available  only  after 
the  United  States  Department  of  Labor  had 
certified  that  domestic  labor  was  net  avail¬ 
able  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform 
the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to  be 
employed;  (2)  the  employment  of  such 
workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages 
and  working  conditions  of  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  similarly  employed;  and 
(3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  at¬ 
tract  domestic  workers  for  such  employ¬ 
ment  at  wages  and  standard  hours  of  work 
comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign 
workers. 

The  urgency  for  this  legislation  is  brought 
about  by  the  fact  that  the  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  Mexico  under 
which  Mexican  agricultural  workers  are  per¬ 
mitted  to  enter  this  country  under  con¬ 
tract  to  perform  certain  specific  work  ex¬ 
pires  on  June  30  and  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  has  already  indicated  that  it  will  not 
be  favorable  to  renewing  this  agreement 
until  some  legislation  has  been  passed. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

(Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  piece  of  legislation  is  dis¬ 
tasteful  to  some  of  us  because  we  think 
it  opens  the  door  to  bringing  in  people 
who  are  undesirable  and  who  might  be 
permitted  to  remain  here.  However,  the 
present  administration  has  created  the 
conditions  which  make  it  necessary  that 
some  of  our  fruit  growers  and  farmers 
have  help.  This  administration  has 
taken  the  boys  from  the  farms,  cut  of 
the  orchards  and  berry  patches  and  sent 
them  overseas  to  fight  in  a  war  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  which  is  still — after  a  year  of 
fighting — unknown.  This  administra¬ 
tion  will  have  2,000,000  or  3,000,000  more 
young  Americans,  if  their  plans  succeed, 
over  in  Germany  pretty  soon.  It  will 
keep  our  young  men  in  military  service 
for  seven  or  more  years  if  it  has  its  way. 
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The  old  folks,  60  and  65  years  of  age,  in 
my  district,  and  I  notice  along  the  road 
as  I  drive  home  through  Pennsylvania, 
Ohio,  and  Indiana,  who  are  operating 
the  tractors  in  the  fields  long  after  the 
sun  goes  down,  yes  and  often  all  through 
the  night.  The  old  men  and  the  old 
women  are  trying  to  farm,  and  produce 
the  food  for  our  people  and  for  our 
Armed  Forces.  They  are  finding  it  diffi¬ 
cult.  They  just  cannot  complete  their 
task  and  do  a  worth-while  job  without 
help.  The  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Celler]  who  knows  so  much — and 
I  do  admire  his  educational  ability — he 
has  traveled,  as  I  understand,  all  over 
the  world  and  he  knows  quite  a  bit  about 
slums,  I  take  it  that  he  could  have 
learned  more  about  that  right  at  home 
in  New  York  than  anywhere  else.  Gra¬ 
tuitously — we  did  not  pay  him  for  it, 
and  I  do  not  think  that  anyone  else  did — 
he  gave  it  to  us  from  the  goodness  of  his 
heart,  he  criticized  and  took  a  crack  at 
the  farmers  because,  he  contends,  they 
are  not  treating  migrant  laborers  as 
they  should  be  treated.  He  intimated 
some  of  our  farmers  and  fruit  growers 
are  compelling  these  people  to  live  in 
slums.  Well,  it  is  unfortunate  that  the 
gentleman  does  not  get  on  a  horse  or 
take  his  automobile,  or  a  plane,  and  get 
out  to  Michigan,  for  example,  over 
on  the  west  side  of  the  State,  next 
to  the  lake  where  people  live  like  hu¬ 
man  beings  and  treat  not  only  their 
neighbor — yes,  everyone  with  whom  they 
come  in  contact  with  kindness  and 
consideration.  He  will  find  mile  after 
mile  along  that  lake  shore  and  going 
back  several  miles  from  the  lake  shore 
clear  up  to  Petoskey,  Mich.,  land  under 
a  high  state  of  cultivation;  he  will  find 
square  mile  after  mile  of  berries  and 
fruit  of  all  kinds  being  grown  and  har¬ 
vested.  He  will  find  miles  of  orchards 
producing  millions  of  bushels  of  apples, 
peaches,  pears,  plums.  He  will  find  peo¬ 
ple  coming  in  from  Mexico  principally, 
however,  from  some  of  the  other  States 
to  the  southwest  living  there,  some  of 
them  making  as  much  as  $50  a  day  pick¬ 
ing  berries  by  the  pound.  He  will  find 
them,  true,  living  outdoors  in  tents, 
cabins  or  shacks.  He  will  find  them  out 
in  God’s  sunshine  and  clear  air,  their 
living  and  sleeping  accommodations 
similar  to  all  living  and  working  condi¬ 
tions  where  people  are  seasonably  em¬ 
ployed.  He  will  find  them  eating  good 
food,  sleeping  in  good  beds.  He  should 
go  see  those  so-called  slums,  as  he  calls 
them.  People  are  there  who  have  come 
back  year  after  year  for  10,  15,  or  20 
years.  Those  people  come  back  every 
year  because  they  find  the  work  profit¬ 
able,  the  living  conditions  satisfactory. 
They  get  this  fresh  air,  they  get  this  good 
food,  pure  water,  plenty  of  milk,  eggs, 
fruit — oh,  yes,  and  they  get  some  meat 
once  in  a  while  too,  quite  often,  much 
oftener  I  think  than  the  average  dweller 
in  New  York  city;  and  year  after  year 
they  come  back.  They  live  better  in 
western  Michigan  than  many  do  at  home. 
They  like  it,  they  earn  good  wages,  they 
have  a  vacation  up  there,  in  many  cases 
with  members  of  their  families;  they 
work  and  save  their  money,  and  they  go 
back  home  with  a  pocket  full  of  money 
and  they  go  back  much  stronger,  health¬ 
ier  than  when  they  came.  They  like  it;, 


the  work  is  good  for  them.  They  go 
home  fat,  healthy  and  happy — thinking 
of  the  day  when  they  can  return.  These 
folks  from  New  York  and  the  other 
cities  who  are  complaining  about  legisla¬ 
tion — I  suggest  to  the  gentleman  and 
others  that  they  go  back  to  their  home 
cities,  clean  up  their  own  slums  and  send 
some  of  the  people  who  live  there,  if  they 
really  want  to  enjoy  a  vacation  this 
summer,  send  them  out  to  Michigan.  We 
will  give  them  plenty  of  everything  they 
ought  to  have  not  only  for  their  material 
body,  but  we  will  get  a  little  more  reli¬ 
gion  and  patriotism  into  some  of  those 
who  have  never  seen  or  lived  in  the 
country — in  the  great  outdoors.  Because 
they  live  out  in  the  open — room  to  move 
around — to  see  and  enjoy  the  sunshine 
during  the  day — good  restful  sound  sleep 
during  the  quiet  nights — they  will  be 
better  Americans  for  the  experience. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  this  amendment  end  in  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

Mr.  YORTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  object. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  the  amendment.  I 
am  going  to  admit  to  start  with  that  this 
amendment  which  the  gentleman  has 
offered  is  effective  if  what  you  want  to 
do  is  to  starve  every  illegal  Mexican  alien 
out  of  this  country;  it  is  most  effective. 
The  trouble  is  that  it  affects  and  punishes 
a  lot  of  other  laborers  who  are  not  Mexi¬ 
can  aliens,  but  Americans.  As  I  said  yes¬ 
terday,  a  man  of  my  nationality,  Ameri¬ 
can,  but  of  Mexican  or  Spanish  descent, 
with  a  Mexican  or  Spanish  name,  would 
be  very  adversely  affected  in  his  efforts 
to  obtain  employment. 

This  amendment  would  require  the 
farmer  to  become  a  policeman,  an  in¬ 
vestigator,  an  informer,  or  run  the  risk 
of  being  a  criminal.  And  you  know  very 
well  that  the  average  farmer  is  not  going 
to  run  any  such  risk  by  employing  any¬ 
body  unless  he  can  present  an  immigra¬ 
tion  card — and  I  could  not  do  that  my¬ 
self.  Once  people  like  myself  leave  their 
States  or  communities  in  search  of  work, 
it  would  be  most  difficult  to  present  proof 
that  they  are  American  citizens,  Ameri¬ 
can  born.  The  simple  fact  of  the  mat¬ 
ter  is  that  they  did  not  have  any  system 
of  reporting  births  in  my  State  until  late 
years,  and  even  now  it  is  not  the  best. 

In  addition  to  those  people  I  have 
already  mentioned,  there  are  thousands 
of  Mexican  aliens,  some  of  them  having 
lived  here  10,  15,  and  20  years,  many  of 
them  with  dependent  children  who  were 
born  in  the  United  States,  and  are  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens,  yet  their  parents  are  Mexi¬ 
can  aliens,  and  most  would  fall  in  the 
category  covered  by  this  amendment. 
Under  this  amendment,  the  farmers 
could  not  afford  to  employ  the  parents 
of  those  dependent  American  children. 
Under  this  amendment,  you  propose  to 
starve  them  and  their  children. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  gentleman  says 
they  could  not  produce  a  birth  certifi¬ 
cate.  Why  would  not  a  social-security 


card  be  all  right?  I  will  answer  the 
question  for  the  gentleman — because  the 
social-security  laws  are  set  aside  by  this 
bill  and  amendment  and  they  would  not 
be  sufficient.  That  is  the  answer. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  That  is  a  poor  ex¬ 
cuse  for  the  gentleman’s  position.  I  have 
no  social-security  card.  The  social- 
security  card  is  no  answer,  nor  does  the 
amendment  provide  any  exception  in 
cases  where  a  man  does  carry  a  social- 
security  card. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  This  amends  the  social- 
security  law. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  If  the  substitute 
does  that,  the  gentleman  seems  to  be 
supporting  it.  The  trouble  with  this 
amendment  is  that  it  is  wrong  in  prin¬ 
ciple.  To  starve  people  into  submission 
is  wrong  in  principle,  it  is  un-Christian, 
it  is  un-American.  We  are  using  a  weap¬ 
on  that  is  wholly  foreign  to  American 
concepts  of  justice.  This  country  is  too 
great  to  resort  to  that.  That  great  hu¬ 
manitarian,  President  Roosevelt,  would 
have  never  tolerated  any  such  inhu¬ 
manity  to  poor  people  seeking  a  liveli¬ 
hood.  Our  immigration  officials  can,  if 
they  will,  cope  with  the  problem.  Proof 
of  that  is  that  this  last  year  they  re¬ 
turned  over  600,000  illegal  Mexican  en¬ 
trants  back  to  Mexico.  The  trouble  is 
that  the  border  officials  are  not  enforc¬ 
ing  the  law  in  some  places  as  they  are  in 
Arizona  and  New  Mexico,  where  there  is 
no  problem  of  excessive  illegal  immi¬ 
gration. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  am  seeking  in¬ 
formation.  I  am  very  much  interested 
in  the  point  the  gentleman  makes  about 
the  farmer  not  daring  to  run  the  risk  of 
hiring  someone,  as  the  gentleman,  for 
instance.  First  of  all,  the  action  would 
only  come  up  if  a  Government  attorney 
brought  an  action  against  the  farmer? 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  In  order  to  do  that 
he  would  first  have  to  prove  that  the  em¬ 
ployee  was  not  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States  and  secondly,  he  would  have  to 
prove  intent  on  the  part  of  the  farmer 
to  employ  a  noncitizen. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Yes;  in  order  to 
convict  him,  but  you  could  have  farmers 
being  hauled  up  to  court  and  harassed, 
and  the  farmer  shuns  litigation  like  the 
plague.  So  he  would  demand  an  en¬ 
trance  certificate  before  faking  the  risk 
of  employing  anybody  with  a  Spanish 
name.  Can  you  blame  him? 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  The  gentleman  is 
really  worried  about  possible  harass¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  That  is  right.  You 
could  not  convict  a  man  in  my  State  for 
hiring  a  needy  Mexican  laborer,  but  the 
zealous  Government  can  harass  him, 
and  he  is  not  going  to  take  any  chances 
on  being  hauled  into  court,  nor  will  he 
submit  to  becoming  an  informer,  a 
gestapo  agent. 

Mr.  ROOSEVELT.  I  sense  a  good 
deal  of  emotion  in  this  debate,  and  I 
am  trying  to  get  away  from  that.  What 
the  gentleman  is  really  worried  about 
is  the  possible  harassment  and  what  the 
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gentleman  has  just  said  actually  is  that 
the  farmers  are  going  to  employ  these 
people  anyway  regardless  of  whether 
they  are  citizens  or  not? 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Indeed  not.  He 
will  employ  only  the  Mexican  with  an 
immigration  card  and  the  Negro  to  the 
exclusion  of  Americans  who  look,  speak, 
and  have  names  like  the  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals.  I  said  any  provision  that  would 
tend  to  involve  the  farmer  or  make  him 
an  informer  is  most  effective  in  denying 
employment  to  people  who  are  or  look 
and  talk  like  Mexican  aliens,  but  who 
have  no  immigration  card.  Such  result 
is  inhuman  in  that  it  starves  the  Mexi¬ 
can  who  is  guilty,  and  the  native  Ameri¬ 
can  of  Mexican  descent  who  is  innocent. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Mexico  has  ex¬ 
pired. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for 
two  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  Mexico? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Let  me  ask  the 
gentleman  this  question  in  all  serious¬ 
ness.  We  are  conducting  hearings  on 
furnishing  eight  and  a  half  billion  dol¬ 
lars  more  of  economic  aid.  Why  not  put 
this  in  as  a  contrary  movement  to  eco¬ 
nomic  aid,  feed  part  of  the  world  on  the 
one  hand  and  fix  it  so  that  our  own 
citizens  and  our  good  neighbors  across 
the  Rio  Grande  cannot  work  in  this 
country.  Let  us  stigmatize  them,  let  us 
starve  them  to  death,  while  we  feed  all 
the  others. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Yes,  this  amend¬ 
ment  has  that  effect,  it  starves  them  out, 
to  be  rid  of  them,  and  it  starves  Ameri¬ 
can  adults  and  American  children  along 
with  them. 

Mr.  LYLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ..  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  LYLE.  What  this  amendment 
proposes  to  do  in  effect  is  to  make  every 
man  of  Mexican  name,  every  man  who  is 
of  Latin- American  descent,  a  suspect? 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  LYLE.  It  would  be  embarrassing 
to  them,  they  would  hesitate  to  drive  up 
and  down  the  area  where  Mexicans  live. 

Mr.  FERNANDEZ.  Yes.  We  have 
native  Americans  in  New  Mexico,  natives 
we  are  called,  who  go  to  Wyoming  to 
the  sheep  camps,  to  Colorado  for  the 
beet  fields,  to  the  Northern  and  Western 
States  on  other  crops.  They  could  not 
afford  to  make  the  trip  and  then  come 
back  disappointed,  because  they  could 
not  present  an  immigration  card,  which 
of.  course  they  could  not.  That  is  the 
trouble  with  the  amendment. 

Mr.  YORTY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  pending  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  have  noth¬ 
ing  against  our  farmers.  I  am  certainly 
not  against  the  best  interests  of  the 
farmers  of  my  own  State.  I  do  want 
to  do  something  about  the  wetback  prob¬ 
lem.  As  one  of  the  gentlemen  from 


California  suggested  previously,  this  is 
a  very  old  problem.  It  was  with  us  when 
I  went  to  the  Legislature  of  California 
over  15  years  ago.  It  involves,  as  well 
as  foreign  labor,  migrant  workers  who 
are  not  from  Mexico.  The  conditions 
under  which  these  people  work  are  de¬ 
plorable  and  if  I  had  time  enough  to 
describe  them  I  am  certain  the  factual 
description  would  shock  the  conscience 
of  every  Member  of  this  House.  These 
unfortunate  people  have  to  live  under 
deplorable  conditions  without  medical 
attention  or  the  most  elemental  neces¬ 
sities. 

I  am  for  bringing  in  the  contract  work¬ 
ers  where  it  is  necessary,  where  you  can¬ 
not  get  local  help.  It  is  one  way  to  help 
solve  a  problem  but  I  do  want  the  empha¬ 
sis  to  be  on  legal  contract  workers  and  I 
favor  the  amendment  which  would  make 
it  hazardous  to  employ  those  who  come 
in  illegally. 

There  is  also  an  element  of  good  faith 
involved  in  this  amendment.  The  senior 
delegate  of  the  United  States  in  his  ne¬ 
gotiations  with  the  delegates  of  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico  promised  the  Mexican 
delegates  he  would  sponsor  American 
legislation  to  place  a  penalty  upon  the 
hiring  of  wetbacks.  I  will  say  for  him 
that  he  has  at  least  introduced  that  kind 
of  legislation  over  in  the  other  body. 
If  all  of  these  arguments  are  valid;  if  you 
cannot  identify  these  people ;  if  you  can¬ 
not  separate  Americans  from  Mexican 
nationals  how  could  that  promise  to 
sponsor  this  legislation  have  been  made 
in  good  faith? 

I  believe  these  arguments  are  specious, 
I  think  they  are  made  by  people  who 
want  to  hire  the  wetbacks  and  who 
do  not  want  to  be  forced  to  rely  ex¬ 
clusively  upon  legal  contract  labor. 
Mind  you,  if  they  are  willing  to  rely  ex¬ 
clusively  upon  contract  labor  they  do  not 
have  to  worry  about  the  penalty  for  use 
of  wetbacks  because  it  will  not  affect 
them. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  YORTY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  have  a  memoran¬ 
dum  from  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Rela¬ 
tions,  Government  of  Mexico,  which  ex¬ 
presses  great  concern  over  the  news  re¬ 
port  that  the  House  Rules  Committee 
had  refused  to  report  favorably  on  S.  934. 

Furthermore,  the  statement  shows 
that  the  Ministry  is  so  concerned 
over  the  apparent  desire  of  some  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  to  use  wetbacks  they  an¬ 
nounce  the  possibility  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Mexico  would  refuse  to  permit 
illegals  to  come  back  into  Mexico.  In 
other  words,  there  are  500,000  or  more 
over  here,  and  when  they  come  back  to 
the  border  the  Mexican  Government 
says,  “Prove  that  you  are  a  Mexican 
citizen.” 

Mr.  YORTY.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 
The  point  is  this:  Having  made  that 
promise  to  the  Mexican  delegation,  can 
we,  in  good  faith,  when  we  have  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  carry  out  our  promise,  re¬ 
fuse  to  do  it,  and  on  the  specious  ground 
that  maybe  the  committee  did  not  have 
jurisdiction. 

I  submit  to  you,  if  you  look  at  the  Re¬ 
organization  Act  under  “Committee  on 


Education  and  Labor”  you  will  find  that 
this  is  a  matter  that  falls  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  on  Educa¬ 
tion  and  Labor.  So  this  whole  subject, 
if  properly  dealt  with,  in  my  opinion, 
should  have  gone  to  that  committee. 
Unless  we  are  going  to  refer  legislation 
on  the  basis  of  who  employs  the  partic¬ 
ular  labor  involved,  then  this  legisla¬ 
tion  should  have  been  considered,  in  the 
first  place,  by  the  Labor  Committee.  So 
I  say,  at  this  time,  we  should  keep  our 
promise  to  the  Republic  of  Mexico.  We 
should  put  a  penalty  on  the  hiring  of 
wetbacks  and  force  the  employers  to 
rely  on  local  or  legal  contract  labor. 
This  whole  situation  arises  from  a  de¬ 
fect  in  our  laws.  We  already  have  a  law 
which  we  thought  prevented  the  harbor¬ 
ing  and  concealing  of  aliens  illegally  in 
this  country.  In  United  States  against 
Evans  the  Court  pointed  out  that  the 
language  of  the  statute  was  very  am¬ 
biguous.  The  Court  was  not  sure  just 
how  to  apply  the  penalty  provision  of 
the  act  or  what  penalty  to  apply,  and 
therefore  they  ruled  that  the  matter 
should  be  referred  to  Congress  for  clari¬ 
fication.  In  discussing  the  definition  of 
the  penalty  that  was  meant  to  apply  for 
harboring  and  concealing,  the  Court  said 
in  that  opinion: 

We  agree  that  Congress  meant  to  make 
criminal  and  to  punish  acts  of  harboring  and 
concealing. 

So  the  plain  intent  of  Congress  could 
not  be  carried  out  by  the  Court  because 
of  the  ambiguous  wording  of  the  penalty 
provision  of  the  statute.  We  are,  by  the 
pending  amendment,  simply  trying  to 
clarify  the  statute,  at  least  as  to  the  so- 
called  wetbacks, 

I  agree  with  General  Eisenhower,  who 
was  shocked  by  this  particular  situa¬ 
tion.  Most  of  you  know  that  General 
Eisenhower  wrote  to  Senator  Fulbright 
and  quoted  from  the  revealing  articles 
by  Gladwyn  Hill  which  appeared  in  the 
New  York  Times.  He  cited  our  use  of 
wetbacks  as  an  example  of  our  decadent 
ethics  and  morals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  direct 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  three  telegrams  which  I  have  just 
received.  I  am  not  acquainted  with 
the  senders  of  the  messages.  I  feel,  how¬ 
ever,  that  the  Members  will  be  inter¬ 
ested  in  what  they  have  to  say  about  the 
pending  bill. 

Corpus  Christi,  Tex.,  June  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Samuel  W.  Yorty, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  League  of  United  Latin-American 
Citizens,  a  national  organization  covering 
five  Southwestern  States — Texas,  New  Mex¬ 
ico,  Arizona,  Colorado,  and  California — and 
representing  more  than  3,000,000  Spanish¬ 
speaking  people  of  the  Southwest  United 
States,  in  its  annual  national  convention, 
held  in  Laredo,  Tex.,  on  June  23  and  24, 
adopted  the  following  unanimous  resolution 
pertaining  to  wetback  and  imported  labor: 

“1.  That  Congress  provide  civil  and  penal 
punishments  for  persons  who  employ  wet¬ 
backs  (Mexicans  who  enter  the  United  States 
illegally  to  find  work). 

“2.  There  should  be  no  certification  of  a 
shortage  of  domestic  labor  to  bring  in  bra- 
ceros  (Mexican  workers)  under  contract  un¬ 
less  domestic  labor  has  been  offered  the  same 
wages  and  working  conditions  as  that  re¬ 
quired  in  importing  alien  workers. 
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“3.  Wetbacks  should  be  deported  before 
any  contract  labor  is  imported. 

“4.  Alien  labor  should  not  be  used  to  sup¬ 
press  wage  scales  and  prevailing  wages  paid 
wetbacks  should  not  be  considered  for  any 
purpose  in  determining  wage  levels.” 

Hector  P.  Garcia,  M.  D., 
American  GI  Forum  of  Texas. 

Corpus  Christi,  Tex.,  June  27,  1951. 
Representative  Samuel  W.  Yorty, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  American  GI  forum  of  Texas  Joins 
with  forum  groups  in  Corpus  Christi  and 
surrounding  towns  of  Sinton,  Taft,  Odem, 
Rivera,  Robstown,  Bishop,  Kingsville,  Alice, 
Woodsboro,  Gregory,  Laguna  Acres,  Molina, 
Refugio,  Rockport,  Aransas  Pass,  and  many 
other  places  in  Corpus  Christi  area  in  de¬ 
manding  investigation  of  request  by  the 
Corpus  Christi,  Tex.,  Employment  Commis¬ 
sion  for  certification  of  alleged  need  of  30,727 
Mexican  braceros  for  this  Corpus  Christi 
area. 

Veterans  groups  and  families  in  above- 
mentioned  places  strongly  and  emphatically 
oppose  any  importation  of  labor  from  Mex¬ 
ico  into  this  area  because  there  is  enough 
local  labor  available  here.  Certification  of 
labor  shortage  by  local  office  is  grossly  in¬ 
accurate  and  phenominally  exaggerated. 
There  are  many  thousands  of  American 
workers  of  Mexican  origin  here  waiting  for 
crop  harvest  but  if  labor  is  imported  they 
will  leave  this  area  and  migrate  to  Northern 
and  Western  States.  Use  of  imported  labor 
in  this  area  will  perpetuate  mistakes  of 
previous  years  when  imported  labor  brought 
wages  and  wage  rates  downward  to  a  point 
where  semislavery  wages  prevailed.  Local 
citizen  populace  now  suffering  results  of  im¬ 
ported  labor  as  shown  by  undernourished, 
underfed,  and  poorly  clothed  children  and 
families  living  in  slum  areas  and  falling  easy 
prey  to  all  sorts  of  killing  diseases  like 
tuberculosis  and  Infant  diarrhea. 

Imported  labor  into  this  area  will  only 
perpetuate  and  increase  the  suffering  and 
exploitation  of  our  workers  here  who  are 
waiting  for  agricultural  jobs. 

Hector  P.  Garcia,  M.  D., 

Chairman,  American  GI  Forum  of  Texas. 

Corpus  Christi,  Tex.,  June  27,  1951. 
Hon.  Samuel  W.  Yorty, 

House  of  Representatives , 

Washington,  D.  C.: 

The  American  GI  Forum  of  Texas,  repre¬ 
senting  50,000  veterans  and  their  families 
with  the  lowest  standard  of  living  in  Texas, 
strongly  favor  the  Douglas  amendment  to 
the  Poage  bill,  which  would  penalize  persons 
who  knowingly  employ  wetbacks,  thereby 
hurting  the  economic,  social,  and  educa¬ 
tional  status  of  these  veterans  and  their 
families  who  are  now  fighting  a  siege  of  death 
of  diarrhea  and  polio  due  to  lack  of  proper 
housing,  plumbing,  and  sufficient  nutrition. 
These  wetbacks  decrease  the  earning  poten¬ 
tial  of  the  veterans  who  served  and  sacri¬ 
ficed  themselves  in  the  last  war  and  of  many 
who  are  now  serving  in  Korea  in  order  to 
make  this  country  a  better  place  to  live  in. 
The  use  of  wetbacks  is  an  act  of  treason  to 
these  veterans  and  their  families  and  to  the 
American  economy.  The  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment  in  its  original  form  must,  in  any  case, 
be  a  part  of  any  treaty  with  Mexico  regard¬ 
ing  use  of  Imported  labor.  Herewith  follows 
a  copy  of  resolution  adopted  by  the  forum 
at  its  latest  convention  at  Corpus  Christi, 
April  29,  1951: 

"Be  it  resolved.  That  we,  the  undersigned 
citizens  of  Texas,  do,  by  the  inscription  of 
our  signatures  hereto,  endorse  the  action 
recommended  in  the  following  resolution 
circulated  by  the  American  GI  Forum  of 
Texas : 


‘‘Whereas  Texas,  and  especially  the  Rio 
Grande  Valley  of  Texas,  is  subject  to  the 
constant  illegal  immigration  of  aliens  known 
locally  as  wetbacks;  and 

‘‘Whereas  laboring  citizens  of  the  United 
States  are  injured  grievously  competing  with 
these  illegal  aliens  for  laboring  jobs;  and 
“Whereas  the  practice  of  hiring  illegal 
aliens  has  a  further  detrimental  effect  upon 
the  economy  of  the  valley,  particularly  in 
lowering  purchasing  power  at  the  retail 
level;  and 

“Whereas  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  is  charged  with  the  responsibility  of 
preventing  illegal  immigration;  and 

“Whereas  a  tremendous  expense  is  entailed 
in  the  maintenance  of  a  veritable  army  of 
border  guards  and,  recently,  of  an  airlift  into 
the  interior  of  Mexico;  and 

“Whereas  the  continuing  illegal  immigra¬ 
tion  of  said  aliens  is  fostered  and  encouraged 
by  a  ready  market  for  low-cost  labor;  and 
“Whereas  the  presence  in  Texas  and  the 
valley  of  these  illegal  aliens  in  great  numbers 
constitutes  a  pool  of  cheap  labor  with  which 
resident  valley  laborers  cannot  compete;  and 
“Whereas  only  cessation  of  the  practice  of 
employing  illegal  aliens  will  effectively  stem 
the  tide  of  illegal  immigration:  Therefore 
be  it 

"Resolved,  That  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  enact  such  legislation  as  is  necessary 
to  deter  effectively  the  nefarious  practice  of 
hiring  illegal  aliens  at  un-American  wages 
while  citizens  of  the  Rio  Grande  Valley  and 
Texas  are  forced  to  travel  great  distances  to 
earn  livablp  wages  doing  the  same  type  of 
work  for  which  they  are  hopelessly  underbid 
at  home;  be  it  further 

"Resolved,  That  a  copy  of  this  letter  be 
sent  to  the  following:  Vice  President  Alben 
Barkley;  Secretary  of  State  Dean  Acheson; 
Speaker  of  the  House  Sam  Rayburn;  Repre¬ 
sentative  Lloyd  M.  Bentsen,  Jr.;  Senator  Tom 
Connally;  Senator  Lyndon  Johnson;  Senator 
Herbert  Lehman;  Senator  Wayne  Morse;  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  Maurice  J.  Tobin;  and  to  the 
Bracero  Pact  Commission. 

“Hector  P.  Garcia,  M.  D., 

“ State  Chairman,  American  GI 
Forum. 

“Joe  Zapata,  Secretary 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  similarity 
between  the  arguments  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Celler]  and  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Yorty]. 
They  are  both  sufficiently  far  removed 
from  the  scene  of  the  employment  to  be 
misinformed.  They  live  in  areas  where 
there  are  many  slums  which  they  are 
unable  to  see  and  where  there  are  many 
aliens  whom  they  are  unable  to  count. 
The  largest  farm  in  either  area  would 
be  a  window  box  and  the  principal  agri¬ 
cultural  product  would  be  wild  oats. 

If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  give  a 
few  facts.  The  entire  area  that  we  are 
talking  about,  from  Mexico  to  the  Ore¬ 
gon  border,  once  belonged  to  Mexico,  and 
the  original  people  in  that  area  were 
Mexican  people  who  left  many  of  their 
relatives  and  descendants  there.  The 
Mexican  border,  like  the  Canadian  bor¬ 
der,  is  an  open  border.  There  is  no  way 
in  which  you  could  stop  a  Mexican  citi¬ 
zen  from  coming  into  the  United  States, 
provided  he  had  a  visa  from  the  Mexican 
Government  and  provided  he  was  in  good 
health  and  did  not  have  a  criminal 
record. 

The  gentlemen  from  the  highly  popu¬ 
lated  cities  of  the  country  wish  to  eat  the 
products  we  raise,  but  also  wish  to  take 
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from  the  area  the  labor  that  has  been 
used  in  the  methods  under  which  we 
have  farmed  for  150  years. 

When  you  talk  about  600,000  people, 
which  is  entirely  too  large  a  figure — wet¬ 
backs — having  been  put  back  across  the 
line,  it  is  much  less  than  that,  what  we 
do  is  to  put  the  same  Mexican  back 
across  the  line,  probably  every  week, 
maybe  every  day,  and  he  comes  back 
again.  He  sleeps  at  home  and  he  comes 
back  to  work  the  next  day.  So  the  Im¬ 
migration  Department  takes  credit  for 
one  additional  wetback  on  each  trip. 
Can  you  picture  in  your  mind,  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  a  relationship  like  the  State  cf 
Maryland  and  the  District  of  Columbia? 
What  you  are  asking  us  to  do  is  to  say 
that  a  man  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
who  employs  a  man  who  is  a  resident  of 
the  State  of  Maryland,  is  subject  to  a 
fine  of  $1,000,  and  is  to  be  accused  of  a 
felony — or  misdemeanor  I  think,  in  the 
gentleman’s  somewhat  modified  amend¬ 
ment.  How  can  you  tell  whether  the 
man  lives  in  Maryland?  How  can  you 
tell  whether  he  lives  in  the  District  of 
Columbia? 

In  the  area  where  I  live  the  same  peo-  | 
pie  have  picked  crops  for  years  and 
years.  Why  have  they  done  it?  Because 
we  pay  four  times  as  much  in  the  United 
States  for  agricultural  labor  as  is  paid  in 
Mexico.  The  reason  the  wetback  comes 
across  is  not  because  the  American 
farmer  desires  him  to  come  across  as  a 
wetback  but  because  the  conditions  in 
Mexico  are  such  that  it  is  cheaper  for 
him  to  come  across  a  nonexistant  line, 
than  to  pay  the  demands  made  of  him 
by  his  own  country.  The  Mexican 
laborer,  from  time  immemorial  has  har¬ 
vested  these  crops,  so  he  comes  across 
and  harvests  them  and  goes  back.  Every 
time  he  is  taken  back  instead  of  going 
back  on  his  own  power,  the  Immigration 
Service  takes  credit  for  another  wetback 
sent  back  across  the  line.  These  men 
rarely  go  a  distance  from  the  border. 
Whenever  they  go  from  the  border,  there 
are  immigration  roadblocks. 

I  sincerely  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  | 
we  will  not  write  into  this  bill  the 
amendment  suggested,  perhaps  through 
misunderstanding,  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Celler]  and 
through  less  inexcusably  misunder¬ 
standing,  by  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Yorty],  who  ought  to  know. 

I  hope  we  will  not  write  in  an  amend¬ 
ment  which,  while  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  asks  for  a  60-percent  in¬ 
crease  in  cotton  and  a  40 -percent  in¬ 
crease  in  food  because  of  the  war  emer¬ 
gency,  will  take  away  not  merely  the 
agricultural  labor  which  has  always 
harvested  the  crops  but  which  will  im¬ 
pose  a  burden  upon  every  person  in  the 
United  States  who  speaks  Spanish,  who 
looks  Spanish,  and  who  has  not  a  birth 
certificate  you  can  depend  upon  to  prove 
that  he  is  an  American  citizen.  Even 
though  his  children  may  have  served  In 
the  American  Army  and  even  though  his 
children  may  be  married  to  American 
citizens,  you  do  not  know  whether  he 
will  come  under  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York.  This 
is  not  cheap  labor,  Mr.  Chairman.  That 
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will  be  brought  out  in  the  discussion. 
It  should  also  be  brought  out  that  the 
system  is  advantageous  to  the  Republic 
of  Mexico,  which  profits  in  cash  money, 
put  in  circulation,  and  by  knowledge  of 
improved  farm  methods. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  all  debate 
on  the  pending  amendment  close  in  10 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  - 
Hays]. 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman, 

I  had  not  intended  to  speak  on  this 
amendment  or  upon  this  bill,  but  when 
I  hear  some  of  these  pseudo  farmers  in 
this  House,  such  as  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Phillips]  standing  in  the 
well  explaining  how  to  farm  and  the 
processes  of  it  I  am  beginning  to  think 
that  if  ignorance  is  bliss  they  should 
probably  be  the  happiest  men  in  Con¬ 
gress. 

I  happen  to  know  a  little  bit  about 
agriculture.  I  make  my  living  that  way. 

I  heard  someone  yesterday  expounding 
upon  the  art  of  dairying.  Then  later 
he  said  that  anyone  could  put  a  milking 
machine  on  a  cow.  I  am  inclined  to 
think  that  if  he  were  to  put  one  on,  it 
would  probably  act  like  a  stomach 
pump. 

This  thing  is  pretty  fundamental.  I 
have  heard  a  lot  of  remarks  about  help¬ 
ing  agriculture.  I  do  not  know  what  the 
situation  is  as  far  as  helping  agriculture 
in  Texas  is  concerned,  but  if  any  Mem¬ 
ber  from  Ohio  says  this  bill  is  going  to 
help  agriculture  in  the  State  of  Ohio  he 
just  does  not  know  what  he  is  talking 
about. 

We  do  not  employ  any  Mexicans  from 
Mexico  in  Ohio  but  we  do  employ  Mex- 
ican-Americans  occasionally  who  are 
displaced  by  wetback  labor.  If  you  will 
go  up  into  the  fields  of  northwestern 
Ohio  where  they  employ  stoop  labor  they 
will  tell  you  that  those  people  come  up 
there  hunting  jobs  and  say  they  cannot 
find  jobs  down  where  they  came  from 
because  there  are  too  many  illegal  en¬ 
trants  who  are  working  for  lower  wages 
and  who  are  taking  jobs  away  from  the 
people  who  have  long  lived  there. 

We  also  find  that  there  are  problems 
when  they  come  up  into  Ohio  as  far  as 
living  conditions  are  concerned,  as  far  as 
living  in  slums  is  concerned,  and  as  far 
as  not  wanting  to  send  their  children  to 
school  is  concerned.  The  farmers  who 
have  employed  them  have  found  that 
they  are  a  problem  that  is  not  worth 
the  nuisance  that  is  involved  in  com¬ 
parison  with  the  labor  they  get  from 
them. 

During  World  War  II  we  employed 
same  labor  from  Jamaica,  but  they  were 
brought  in  under  legitimate  contracts 
where  at  a  specified  time  the  employer 
had  certain  specified  responsibilities 
which  he  had  to  assume  and  which  he 
was  willing  to  assume. 

When  the  season  was  over  he  was  un¬ 
der  some  obligation  to  see  that  those 
people  were  sent  back  home  where  they 


came  from,  and  that  they  did  not  become 
a  problem. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOPE.  The  gentleman  states 
that  farmers  in  the  State  of  Ohio  would 
get  no  particular  benefit  from  this  bill. 
I  have  no  doubt  that  is  true.  Farmers 
from  the  State  of  Kansas  would  get  no 
particular  benefit  from  it  either.  In 
fact,  the  bill,  as  I  understand  it,  will 
affect  only  18  States,  so  far  as  farmers 
are  concerned.  But  the  people  of  the 
State  of  Ohio  have  to  eat  and  the  people 
of  the  State  of  Kansas  have  to  eat,  and 
people  from  every  other  State  have  to 
eat. 

Does  not  the  gentleman  think  that  a 
bill  which  makes  it  possible  to  bring  in 
some  labor  to  help  harvest  the  crops  is 
going  to  be  a  good  bill  for  the  people 
of  Ohio  as  well  as  the  people  of  every 
other  State? 

Mr.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  I  do  not  say  that 
you  should  not  bring  in  any  labor.  But 
I  am  getting  a  little  bit  tired  of  Mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  trying  to  keep  the  po¬ 
tential  employers  of  this  labor  from  as¬ 
suming  any  responsibility  whatever  for 
the  labor  that  is  brought  in.  If  the  em¬ 
ployer  wants  to  bring  in  the  labor,  and 
certainly  to  profit  from  it,  he  should  be 
willing  to  comply  with  certain  terms 
and  with  the  provisions  of  the  contracts. 
He  should  assume  certain  responsibili¬ 
ties  for  seeing  that  that  labor  is  re¬ 
turned  whence  it  came  when  he  is 
through  with  it  and  when  there  is  no 
employment  for  that  labor. 

Some  of  these  arguments  are  more 
than  specious,  they  are  just  a  little  bit 
foolish,  because  some  of  the  people  who 
have  been  standing  in  the  well  of  the 
House  here  worrying  about  the  poor 
Mexican  workers  are  some  of  the  same 
people  who  have  fought  civil  rights  ever 
since  I  have  been  in  the  Congress.  So, 
as  I  see  it,  it  is  just  a  question  of 
whether  they  can  get  something  for 
their  own  territory  or  their  own  State, 
without  too  much  responsibility  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States.  I  agree 
with  you  that  the  situation  in  agricul¬ 
ture  is  such  that  there  is  a  need  for 
labor — yes — but  I  do  not  agree  with  you 
that  it  is  so  bad  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  should  step  in  and  assume  all  the 
responsibilities  and  let  the.  employer 
who  is  going  to  profit  from  it  assume 
none  of  the  responsibility.  Certainly, 
if  I  want  labor,  I  am  willing  to  assume 
some  responsibility  for  it. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  recog¬ 
nizes  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Keating], 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
feeling  is  that  it  would  be  desirable  to 
write  into  this  bill  some  legislation 
along  the  line  of  that  suggested  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Celler]. 
I  am  sympathetic  to  the  objectives 
sought  by  the  gentleman.  I  have  no 
doubt  there  have  been  abuses  by  many 
employers  and  that  their  participation 
in  illegal  acts  should  be  punished. 
However,  I  believe  that  the  amendment 
offered  by  my  colleague,  despite  its  adop¬ 
tion  in  the  other  body,  is  fatally  defec¬ 
tive,  and  no  court  in  the  country  would 


ever  sustain  the  wording  of  this  par¬ 
ticular  amendment. 

I  call  attention  particularly  to  the 
language  of  the  amendment  that  an 
operator  who  employs  a  person  whom 
he  knows  or  has  reasonable  grounds  to 
believe  or  to  suspect  is  an  alien,  then 
becomes  subject  to  criminal  penalties. 
In  my  judgment  the  Supreme  Court  has 
never  in  the  past  and  would  never  in 
the  future  sustain  such  a  penal  provi¬ 
sion  as  that.  Criminal  statutes  must  be 
written  with  clarity  and  definiteness  to 
be  valid.  I  say  this  with  the  utmost 
deference  to  the  chairman  of  my  com¬ 
mittee,  and  with  the  utmost  deference  to 
the  Member  of  the  other  body  who 
offered  the  amendment  there. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Has  the  gentleman 
any  change  in  the  language  in  mind 
which  might  be  consonant  with  his  views 
on  this  matter? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  would  suggest  the 
elimination  of  the  words  "or  suspect”  in 
both  cases  where  they  appear.  My  in¬ 
clination  would  be,  if  those  words  were 
eliminated,  to  support  the  amendment 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York.  I 
am  certain  that  with  those  words  in  the 
amendment  it  is  fatally  defective. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  would  be  glad  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  gentleman’s  suggestion. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  have  no  power  to 
make  that  change.  If  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  would  attempt  to  make 
it,  it  would  be  entirely  acceptable  to  me. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Why  does  not  the  gen¬ 
tleman  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have 
the  words  eliminated? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  suggest  that  the 
author  of  the  amendment  would  be  the 
appropriate  person  to  ask  for  unani¬ 
mous  consent  to  do  that.  I  shall  cer¬ 
tainly  not  oppose  it;  indeed,  will  wel¬ 
come  the  change. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Will  the  gentleman 
yield  to  me  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  happy  to  do  so. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  words  men¬ 
tioned  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Keating]  be  deleted  from  the  Celler 
amendment  to  the  Polk  substitute 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Celler]? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ob¬ 
ject. 

(Mr.  KEATING  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

(Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  his  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point.) 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  Mr. 
Chairman,  at  the  outset  I  would  like  to 
correct  an  impression  which  seems  to 
prevail  in  the  minds  of  some  of  my  col¬ 
leagues  who  have  spoken.  In  the  first 
place,  my  district  doejs  not  contain  any 
great  plantations  such  as  those  pictured 
by  the  gentlemen  from  Illinois  and  New 
York  State.  Mine  are  for  the  most  part 
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small  farms  and  very  few  are  operated 
except  by  or  under  the  direct  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  owners  themselves. 

I  also  wish  to  comment  particularly  on 
the  description  of  the  living  conditions 
as  set  forth  by  some  of  these  same  gen¬ 
tlemen.  The  intinerant  Mexicans  live 
under  the  same  conditions  in  all  respects 
as  native  American  workers.  Their 
houses  are  clean  and  sanitary  and  in  all 
probability  they  live  far  better  here  than 
in  their  native  land. 

Since  the  offering  of  the  Celler  amend¬ 
ment  yesterday,  I  have  been  checking 
into  the  history  of  any  similar  measure 
ever  to  be  proposed  or  considered  in  this 
Congress.  Certainly  none  has  ever  been 
enacted  and  I  doubt  if  one  was  ever 
offered. 

If  this  amendment  prevails,  it  will  set 
a  precedent  which  will  eventually  affect 
every  employer  who  may  in  the  future 
consider  hiring  a  foreign-born  person. 
This  amendment  says  in  effect  that  if  a 
job  applicant  speaks  with  an  accent  or  if 
he  has  a  dark  complexion,  the  prospec¬ 
tive  employer  must  check  into  the  ante¬ 
cedents  of  the  applicant  and  satisfy  who¬ 
ever  it  is  who  would  administer  this 
strange  new  law  that  the  applicant  is  in 
America  legally. 

True,  this  amendment  applies  only  to 
Mexicans.  However,  once  the  principle 
has  been  established  by  the  chairman 
of  the  Judiciary  Committee,  presumably 
in  the  interests  of  fairness,  he  will  intro¬ 
duce  a  similar  measure  to  embrace  all 
aliens.  What  such  a  law  would  do  to  his 
own  New  York,  where  countless  thou¬ 
sands  speak  broken  English,  is  hard  even 
to  imagine. 

I  think  the  author  of  this  amendment 
knows  perfectly  well  that  if  he  proposed 
any  such  measure  in  the  form  of  a  new 
bill,  it  would  never  pass  his  committee. 
His  only  chance  of  getting  a  foot  in  the 
door  with  any  such  drastic  measure  is  by 
the  present  means  of  urging  it  on  the 
House  of  Representatives  when  the 
House  has  had  no  time  to  study  it.  In 
any  event,  if  the  House  votes  down  this 
amendment,  the  author  of  it  may  still 
introduce  a  bill  which  will  provide  for 
it,  and  he  can  make  it  all-inclusive,  or 
discriminatory  as  he  sees  fit. 

I  hope  the  committee  will  reject  the 
amendment  and  then  I  shall  watch  with 
great  interest  to  see  whether  such  a  bill 
is  introduced. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  want  to  ask  a 
question  which  relates  to  the  statement 
made  by  the  gentleman  who  preceded 
you.  Suppose  you  have  a  farm  out  here 
and  three  or  a  dozen  of  these  workers 
are  brought  to  your  farm  at  6  o’clock 
in  the  afternoon.  They  are  handed  to 
you  and  you  place  them  in  a  nice 
house — and  I  mean  that  literally — and 
they  ask  you  for  forty  or  fifty  dollars  to 
buy  a  grubstake  and  you  advance  the 
funds.  You  get  up  the  next  morning 
and  they  are  all  gone.  What  are  you 
going  to  do  about  it? 

Mr.  IDEATING.  I  am  afraid  you 
would  have  to  ask  someone  who  has 
had  more  experience  along  that  line. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  I  use  that  as  a 
simple  illustration  which  happens  very 


often,  to  indicate  that  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  does  not  know  much  about 
farm  labor. 

Mr.  KEATING.  So  far  as  I  know,  we 
do  not  have  any  of  these  Mexican  mi¬ 
grant  laborers  in  rny  particular  terri¬ 
tory. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  further?. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  This  is  an 
exceedingly  complicated  matter  as  we 
have  found  out  in  the  last  few  hours. 
Does  not  the  gentleman  think  the  place 
to  thrash  this  out  is  in  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  rather  than  on  the  floor 
of  the  House? 

Mr.  KEATING.  Yes;  I  do;  I  agree. 
I  think  that  all  such  legislation  relating 
to  immigration  matters  should  be  passed 
upon  by  the  Committee  on  the  Judiciary. 

Mr.  THOMPSON  of  Texas.  Could 
not  this  be  killed  on  the  floor  and  then 
perhaps  the  chairman  of  this  committee 
or  the  gentleman  from  New  York  could 
bring  it  out  later  in  the  form  in  which 
the  committee  itself  approves? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  in  favor  of  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Committee  on  the  Judi¬ 
ciary  of  legislation  similar  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York.  I  would  be  strongly  inclined  to 
favor  a  measure  along  those  lines  which 
is  carefully  drawn  and  thoroughly 
digested. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  has  expired, 
all  time  on  the  amendment  to  the 
amendment  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Celler]  to  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Polk]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Celler)  there 
were — ayes  55,  noes  125. 

So  the  amendment  to  the  amendment 
was  rejected. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
offer  an  amendment  to  the  substitute. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  McCarthy  to 
the  substitute  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Polk]  :  On  page  3, 
strike  out  paragraph  (2)  of  section  502  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  the  United  States 
under  this  title.  Direct  expenses  for  trans¬ 
portation  and  subsistence  shall  be  assigned, 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  to  individual  em¬ 
ployers  to  the  extent  possible,  in  an  amount 
not  to  exceed  $20  per  worker.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  shall  determine  on  January  1, 
1952,  and  on  each  succeeding  January  1  dur¬ 
ing  the  life  of  this  title,  if  such  payments 
fully  reimburse  the  United  States  for  the 
essential  expenses  (as  defined  in  this  para¬ 
graph)  incurred  by  it  under  this  title.  If 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  finds  that  the  United 
States  is  not  so  fully  reimbursed,  he  shall 
prorate  the  remaining  amount  due  the  United 
States  among  all  employers  in  accordance 
with  the  number  of  man-hours  of  labor  re¬ 
ceived  by  such  employers  from  workers  made 
available  under  this  title.  For  the  purposes 
of  this  paragraph,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall 
determine  the  essential  expenses  (as  defined 
in  this  paragraph)  incurred  by  the  United 
States  per  man-hour  of  labor  provided  under 
this  title,  and  employers  shall  keep  such  rec¬ 
ords  as  the  Secretary  of  Labor  deems  neces¬ 


sary  to  determine  the  amount  of  reimburse¬ 
ment  due  the  United  States  under  this  para¬ 
graph." 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  simply  to 
carry  out  what  was  declared  as  the  in¬ 
tent  and  desire  of  all  the  farmers  in  the 
West  and  in  the  Southwest,  namely,  that 
there  should  be  no  subsidy  involved  in 
this.  If  you  will  read  the  terms  of  the 
Poage  bill  you  will  find  that  it  provides 
that  the  farmer  shall  pay  up  to  $10  of 
expenses.  The  Senate  bill  carried  $20. 
The  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Poage] 
has  practically  admitted  that  it  would 
cost  more  than  $10  for  the  Government 
to  carry  out  this  thing,  but  he  said,  “We 
want  to  discourage  their  spending  too 
much.” 

I  want  to  prevent  the  payment  of  a 
subsidy  and  I  want  to  call  to  your  atten¬ 
tion  statistics  and  figures  of  what  it  cost 
to  bring  in  farm  labor  during  the  war. 
In  that  period  309,000  foreign  workers 
were  brought  in  at  a  cost  of  about  $76,- 
000,000.  Figured  out  on  a  per  capita 
cost  it  amounts  to  $214  per  man.  That 
is  over  $200  more  than  the  amount  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  proposed  that  the 
farmers  pay. 

More  immediately,  if  we  take  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  cost  of  transportation  and  sub¬ 
sistence,  the  most  recent  report  of  the 
Farm  Replacement  Service  indicates  it 
would  cost  $34.90  per  man  for  transpor¬ 
tation  and  subsistence.  If  we  are  going 
to  have  to  take  care  of  the  problem  of 
getting  the  foreign  worker  who  skips 
back  to  Mexico,  then  the  cost  is  in¬ 
creased  on  the  average  by  another  $33 
per  man.  So  in  effect  what  we  have  here 
is  a  program  to  subsidize  the  farmers  of 
the  Southwest  and  of  the  West,  even 
though  they  protest  that  they  want  no 
subsidization. 

My  amendment  carries  out  what  cer¬ 
tain  representatives  of  farm  groups 
asked  from  the  committee.  The  farmers 
came  in  and  said,  “This  is  what  we 
want.”  The  committee  said,  “We  will 
give  you  what  you  want  and  more.” 

Mr.  Bailey,  legislative- consultant,  Na¬ 
tional  Grange,  said  in  the  Senate  hear¬ 
ings  on  the  question: 

We  would  suggest  that  the  entire  cost  of 
farm  labor  program  be  put  into  one  pool, 
and  if  you  brought  in  a  hundred  thousand 
workers,  you  would  divide  the  cost  by  100,000 
and  apportion  that  to  everybody,  because 
this  is  a  national  farm  labor  program  to  the 
benefit  of  all  the  country. 

The  Chairman.  Would  you  be  more  spe¬ 
cific  and  tell  us  what  extent  you  think  the 
Government  should  share  any  of  these  costs 
of  transportation  and  sustenance  of  labor 
in  transit? 

Mr.  Bailey.  We  believe  in  no  subsidy 
Whatever  for  the  program. 

My  amendment  does  not  go  that  far. 
It  provides  that  the  direct  expenses 
which  can  be  determined  shall  be  as¬ 
signed  to  the  individual  farmer  in  whose 
behalf  they  are  incurred  up  to  $20.  All 
of  these  other  incidental  expenses  that 
we  cannot  determine  at  this  particular 
point  will  be  added  and  on  January  1  fol¬ 
lowing  the  end  of  the  crop  season  a  de¬ 
termination  will  be  made.  If  an  em¬ 
ployer  had  a  hundred  thousand  man¬ 
hours  of  labor  under  this  contract,  and 
the  Government  finds  it  cost  2  cents  an 
hour  to  provide  that  labor  to  him,  the 


1951 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE 


7369 


[  farmer  will  then  be  assessed  that 
ji  amount  and  will  be  expected  to  pay  it 
'  into  the  Treasury  of  the  United  States, 
jj  There  will  be  no  subsidy  if  my  amend¬ 
ment  is  adopted.  If  it  is  not  adopted, 
,J  then  the  cost  depends  on  how  many  men 
;  may  be  brought  in.  The  more  we  bring 
'  in  the  more  it  will  cost  the  Government. 
■!  Remember  it  cost  $214  per  man  to  pro- 
i  vide  these  laborers  during  the  only  pe- 
I  riod  in  which  we  had  any  experience. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
I]  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  HOPE.  May  I  ask  the  gentleman 
if  he  understands  the  provisions  of  the 
House  bill  which  limits  the  amount  to 
$10,  and  the  Senate  bill  which  limits  it 
to  $20,  to  cover  anything  more  than  the 
travel  expenses  and  the  subsistence  in 
bringing  these  Mexicans  from  Mexico  to 
the  centers  in  this  country  from  where 
they  will  be  sent  out  to  the  farmers? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  understand  that 
and  also  that  the  penalty  bond  which 
used  to  be  in  force  requiring  each  em¬ 
ployer  to  put  up  $25,  which  was  forfeit¬ 
ed  if  he  did  not  return  to  Mexico,  has 
been  eliminated  and  the  Poage  bill  now 
provides  that  if  a  worker  is  not  returned 
and  later  is  apprehended,  then  the  em¬ 
ployer  shall  pay  to  the  Government  what 
it  would  have  cost  to  take  the  worker 
from  the  farm  to  the  reception  center. 
If  the  worker  gets  away  and  is  never 
caught,  the  employer  does  not  pay  any¬ 
thing.  If  he  had  to  pay  $15  transporta¬ 
tion  in  the  first  place,  he  could  give  the 
Mexican  $5  and  say:  Get  lost,  and  you 
save  yourself  $10.  That  is  exactly  what 
is  permitted  in  the  bill.  It  gives  an  in¬ 
centive  to  skipping.  The  immigration 
people  estimate  that  if  the  Poage  bill 
passes  50  percent  of  the  contract  labor 
will  likely  skip.  At  the  present  time 
about  20  percent  skip,  even  with  the  $25 
penalty  in  force. 

(  Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  yield  to  the  gen- 
tlerrian  from  New  York. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Does  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  include  a  prorating  of  the 
expenses  of  administering  the  program, 
as  well  as  the  actual  costs  for  transpor¬ 
tation  and  subsistence  embodied  in  the 
specific  clause  we  are  discussing? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Excepting  those 
expenses  that  would  be  part  of  the  reg¬ 
ular  administration  of  the  Department 
of  Labor  Immigration  and  Naturaliza¬ 
tion  Office. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota  has  expired. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  gentleman 
may  proceed  for  two  additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

There  was  not  objection. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Would  the  gentleman 
give  us  again  the  estimated  cost  per  op¬ 
erator  regarding  which  this  substitute 
requires  reimbursement  by  the  employer 
of  only  $20? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  Senate  bill 
provides  $20;  the  Poage  bill  $10. 

Mr.  KEATING.  And  the  actual  cost 
is  estimated  at  what? 


Mr.  MCCARTHY.  The  actual  cost  is 
estimated  at  $34.90  for  transportation 
and  subsistence  plus  $33  which  it  cost  to 
a.-prehend  skips  on  the  average.  The 
actual  program,  when  in  effect  during 
the  recent  war,  cost  on  an  average  $214 
per  man  per  year. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am  sympathetic 
with  the  gentleman’s  amendment.  As 
a  matter  of  fact,  I  prepared  one  myself 
with  relation  to  the  original  bill,  strik¬ 
ing  out  the  words  “not  to  exceed  $10 
per  worker.”  The  effect  of  that  would 
be  to  require  the  employer  to  reimburse 
the  Government  for  its  actual  expenses 
without  this  limitation.  I  see  no  reason 
why  this  Congress  should  vote  a  subsidy 
to  any  group  of  our  population  for  this 
type  of  program. 

I  agree  entirely,  if  I  understand  fully 
the  gentleman’s  amendment,  that  the 
purpose  he  is  seeking  to  achieve  is  de¬ 
sirable.  In  fact,  unless  this  amendment 
or  something  similar  to  it  to  protect  the 
Government  purse  is  adopted,  I  do  not 
see  how  I  can  support  it. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  We  have  consulted 
with  the  departments  in  charge  and 
they  say  it  can  be  worked  out,  and  that 
'the  matter  of  keeping  the  record  of  man¬ 
hours,  and  so  forth,  will  not  be  an  undue 
burden.  You  must  remember  that  only 
about  100,000  or  125,000  growers  use 
this  contract  labor,  anyhow. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Mi-.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  California. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  gentleman  if  the  large  figure  he  gave 
for  World  War  II  did  not  include  a  great 
many  other  items  in  this  cost  for  bring¬ 
ing  these  people  in  from  countries  out¬ 
side  of  the  United  States. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  These  are  foreign 
workers. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  That  was  the  com¬ 
plete  transportation  cost. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  said  of  foreign 
workers. 

Mr.  PHILLIPS.  Would  it  not  be  bet¬ 
ter  to  send  this  to  conference  and  work 
out  a  better  bill? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  We  can  still  confer 
on  this  question  because  it  is  not  in  the 
Senate  bill.  .  I  think  the  House  should 
not  take  the  position  of  subsidy  to  secure 
labor  for  a  few  farmers  in  one  section  of 
the  country.  As  to  subsidies  on  food, 
those  of  you  who  oppose  subsidies  ought 
to  be  opposed  to  subsidizing  the  pro¬ 
ducer.  If  you  subsidize  one  and  not  the 
other,  you  do  not  have  much  of  a  case. 

Mr.  POAGUE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  has  just  stated  that  we  should 
not  pay  a  subsidy  to  American  farmers. 
I  fully  agree  with  him.  That  has  been 
one  of  the  objectives  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee  that  wrote  this  bill,  from  the  very 
beginning.  We  do  not  propose  to  pay  a 
subsidy  to  anybody.  We  have  made  in 
provision  in  this  bill  to  prevent  any 
subsidy. 

The  question  involved  here  is  not  a 
question  of  subsidy;  it  is  a  question  of 
extravagance  of  Government  as  com¬ 
pared  with  the  ability  of  private  opera¬ 
tors  to  handle  their  own  business  on  a 
businesslike  basis. 


The  gentleman  pointed  out  that  the 
United  States  had  squandered,  had 
wasted,  had  poured  down  a  rat  hole  some 
two  hundred  dollars  per  worker  during 
the  war,  when  it  included  the  payment 
of  housing,  transportation,  and  all  kinds 
of  extravagant  expenses. 

I  want  to  quote  to  the  House  actual 
figures,  not  something  that  somebody 
estimates,  not  any  $34  per  worker  but 
the  actual  figures  showing  what  has  been 
paid  this  last  month  to  bring  workers 
from  Mexico  to  the  United  States  and 
to  provide  for  their  subsistence  while 
bringing  them  here. 

I  have  before  me  the  affidavit  of  C.  W. 
Wood,  prepared  on  May  28,  1951,  in 
which  he  testified  that  he  brought  cer¬ 
tain  Mexican  nationals  from  Monterey 
to  Hidalgo,  Tex.,  at  a  transportation  cost 
of  $2  per  person  and  two  meals  per  per¬ 
son  at  50  cents,  making  $3  per  person 
for  bringing  them  in. 

I  have  the  affidavit  of  George  A.  Gra¬ 
ham,  who  testified  that  on  May  16,  17, 
and  18  he  recruited  1,067  Mexican  work¬ 
ers  at  Hermosillo,  Mexico,  and  trans¬ 
ported  them  to  Nogales,  Ariz.,  and  the 
transportation  expense  between  those 
points  was  $2.10  per  man. 

I  have  affidavits  here  from  many 
others.  They  averaged  out  less  than 
$2.50  cost  of  transportation  from  the 
Mexican  centers  to  the  American  border, 
including  the  payment  for  food  on  the 
way.  That  means  lesjs  than  $5  a  round 
trip.  That  is  what  these  people  are 
actually  today  paying  and  what  the 
actual  cost  is,  not  what  somebody  esti¬ 
mates.  It  is  actually  being  done  for  less 
than  $5  round  trip  right  now. 

Now,  nubmit  when  it  is  being  done 
for  $5,  and  when  we  allow  the  Govern¬ 
ment  to  charge  $10,  that  we  are  being 
quite  liberal  with  the  Government,  and 
we  are  not  subsidizing  any  farmer  when 
we  are  providing  that  the  farmer  can  be 
called  upon  to  pay  twice  as  much  as  he 
would  if  he  did  it  himself. 

This  limitation  is  put  on  here  not  for 
the  purpose  of  subsidizing  the  farmer 
but  for  the  purpose  of  requiring  the  ex¬ 
travagant  agencies  to  live  within  the 
bounds  of  reason  and  to  exercise  some 
reasonable  care. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Mississippi. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  want  to 
ask  the  gentleman  if  one  of  the  affidavits 
in  question  does  not  refer  to  an  affidavit 
made  by  a  group  from  Mississippi,  where 
the  cost  was  listed  as  no  more  than  two- 
dollars-and-some-cents  for  transporta¬ 
tion  for  the  worker. 

Mr.  POAGE.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  happen 
to  personally  know  the  gentleman  who 
made  that  affidavit,  and  I  can  personally 
vouch  for  the  facts  involved  in  those 
costs.  I  think  any  effort  we  make  to 
restrict  the  amount  that  is  allowed  for 
the  individual  cost  will  go  a  long  way 
toward  restricting  the  Government 
agencies  from  squandering  funds. 

Mr.  POAGE.  We  want  to  give  the 
Government  agencies  the  opportunity  to 
recoup  all  the  costs,  so  we  say  they  can  * 
take  twice  the  cost,  but  we  do  not  want 
to  pay  more  than  is  needed  to  these 
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Government  agencies.  We  do  not  pro¬ 
pose  to  let  them  just  spend  without 
limit;  just  throw  the  money  away  be¬ 
cause  we  are  going  to  collect  it  from 
the  farmers. 

The  proposal  by  the  gentleman  from 
Minnesota  is  to  put  no  limit  upon  the 
expenditures  of  the  Government  agen¬ 
cies,  and  if  you  have  been  in  Congress 
6  weeks  you  know  that  if  you  do  not  put 
a  limitatiorf  on  every  one  of  these  Gov<- 
ernment  agencies  that  they  are  going 
to  go  on  a  spree  worse  than  any  drunken 
sailor. 

Mr.  O’TOOLE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  York. 

Mr.  O’TOOLE.  According  to  the 
farmers  affidavits  they  spend  more  on 
the  transportation  of  pigs  than  they  do 
on  these  poor  humans. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  know  what  it 
costs  to  transport  pigs  from  Mexico. 
Does  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
know? 

Mr.  O’TOOLE.  No.  . 

Mr.  POAGE.  Then  the  gentleman 
does  not  have  any  right  to  come  here 
and  say  what  it  costs  to  transport  pigs 
when  he  does  not  know. 

Between  the  three  Mexican  contract 
centers  and  the  American  border  we  do 
know  what  the  first-class  bus  fare  is, 
and  it  averages  less  than  a  dollar. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
■^gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
tnove  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  an  effort  is  be¬ 
ing  made  to  hamstring  this  legislation. 
They  say  in  effect,  “Now,  we  will  put  it 
bn  the  farmer,  yes;  we  will  charge  him 
$20  to  transport  these  Mexicans  some 
150  miles  from  these  three  recruitment 
•points  in  the  Republic  of  Mexico — Her- 
mosillo.  Chihuahua,  and  Monterey — and 
move  them  to  where  the  farmer  can  get 
them  at  the  Mexican  border. 

“Yes;  we  will  take  care  of  them;  we 
will  put  $20  in  there.  We  are  going  to 
insist  that  the  Government  of  the  United 
States  collect  $20  from  that  farmer.  We 
will  dress  him  up  so  he  cannot  farm.” 
This  seems  to  be  the  attitude  of  those 
who  oppose  the  Poage  or  committee  bill. 

Let  us  see  what  the  facts  are.  I  hold 
in  my  hand  an  affidavit  made  by  a  man 
from  my  district  who  has  made  trips 
down  there  repeatedly  to  get  labor  for  the 
cotton  farmers  in  my  section  of  Arkan¬ 
sas.  He  says  the  average  cost  to  the  as¬ 
sociation  for  processing  a  worker,  feed¬ 
ing  him,  and  transporting  him  to  Laredo, 
Tex.,  amounts  to  $1.74  per  worker.  Mul¬ 
tiply  that  by  2  to  get  him  back  home 
when  he  has  completed  his  contract,  and 
that  is  the  total  cost  for  these  items.  It 
is'  $1.74  each  way.  He  is  an  expert  in 
doing  this  thing  apparently,  because  he 
has  been  there  so  much  he  knows  how  to 
do  it  economically. 

Here  are  many  letters  I  have  received 
regarding  costs  and  the  great  need  for 
this  labor. 

One  letter  states: 

This  spring  we  recruited  our  labor  from 
Mexico  at  a  cost  of  $6.62  per  man. 

This  person  refers  to  the  total  cost 
from  Monterey  to  his  farm.  His  cost  to 


the  border  reception  center  was  only  a 
fraction  of  that  amount.  The  expendi¬ 
tures  from  the  border  to  the  farm  and 
return  are  not  included  in  the  $10  or  $20 
provision  now  under  consideration. 

Here  is  a  letter  that  says  it  cost  $1.35 
per  worker,  making  the  total  cost  $2.70, 
to  get  him  back  home  at  the  conclusion 
of  his  contract. 

Here  is  a  letter  showing  that  the  cost 
is  $1.77  per  man  for  transportation,  pic¬ 
tures,  and  food,  to  get  the  Mexican  na¬ 
tional  up  to  the  border. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  West  Virginia. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  How  could  you  trans¬ 
port  somebody  from  Arkansas  to  Mexico 
for  $1.35? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  said  that  this  let¬ 
ter  came  from  Arkansas  through  the 
mail. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Is  the  gentleman  talk¬ 
ing  about  the  cost  of  procurement  up  to 
the  border? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  The  farmer  after 
he  gets  him  at  the  border  has  to  pay 
for  the  transportation  and  subsistence 
of  the  worker  to  the  farm.  This  $1.35 
is  the  cost  the  farmer  pays  to  get  him 
from  one  of  the  three  centers  in  Mexico 
which  are  about  150  miles  from  the  bor¬ 
der,  up  to  the  reception  center,  at  or 
near  the  border,  where  the  farmer  gets 
him. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  SABATH.  If  the  amount  is  so 
small,  why  cannot  these  large  farmers 
or  planters  that  need  this  labor  and  de¬ 
rive  the  benefit  of  their  labor  assume 
the  cost  themselves? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  They  are  doing  it 
right  now.  They  are  paying  this  cost. 
Even  .when  these  men  abscond  and  are 
apprehended  in  this  country,  when  they 
go  up  to  the  city  of  Chicago  to  see  the 
country  and  happen  to  be  picked  up 
there,  the  farmer  pays  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
porting  them  back  to  Mexico.  They 
have  done  it  every  time.  Whenever  that 
bill  is  submitted  to  the  farmer,  the  farm¬ 
er  pays  it.  He  pays  every  nickel  he  is 
obligated  to  pay  under  the  contract. 

Mr.  SABATH.  Why  is  it  that  it  is 
worth  so  much  to  the  Government  to 
import  and  deport  these  Mexicans? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  The  Immigration 
Service  has  its  men  in  the  field  regard¬ 
less.  They  have  these  fellows,  enforce¬ 
ment  officers,  all  around  over  the  coun¬ 
try. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Let  me  make  this 
clear:  There  is  no  subsidy  contemplated 
by  this  bill.  It  is  contended  that  the 
farmer  shall  do  just  what  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  indicated  he  should  do,  that  is, 
to  pay  all  the  cost  incurred  from  the 
time  he  takes  him  from  the  reception 
center  until  he  is  returned  there. 

'  Mr.  GATHINGS.  That  is  right.  I 
do  not  want  to  see  a  punitive  proposal 
come  in  here  to  make  him  pay  up  to 
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$20.  If  you  put  $20  in  the  bill  the  farm¬ 
er  is  going  to  have  to  pay  $20.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  his  transportation,  the  farmer 
pays  medical  fees,  his  food  and  lodging, 
a  place  to  live,  an  insurance  policy,  and 
the  pi’e vailing  wage  in  that  particular 
area.  This  is  expensive  labor. 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  am  not  in  favor  of 
the  Government’s  recklessly  spending 
the  money  of  the  poor  farmers  who  hire 
these  thousands  of  Mexicans. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  That  is  fine.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  so  much,  and  ap¬ 
preciate  his  support  in  opposition  to  this 
amendment,  that  ought  to  be  defeated. 

Mr.  SABATH.  I  think  this  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  GATHINGS.  The  farmer  has  a 
hard  enough  time  as  it  is.  I  trust  that 
this  committee  will  not  penalize  him 
further  by  such  an  amendment  as  this. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  listened  to 
some  wild-eyed  statements  from  some  of 
the  proponents  of  this  legislation.  You 
have  noted  the  presentation  of  certain 
affidavits  from  interested  parties  as  to 
the  cost  of  this  transportation. 

I  am  dealing  with  the  cost  here  and 
the  procurement  of  these  Mexicans  south 
of  the  border  and  bringing  them  to  the 
border.  I  am  going  to  give  you  an  item¬ 
ized  breakdown  supplied  to  me  no  later 
than  this  morning  by  the  Farm  Place¬ 
ment  Service,  in  an  analysis  of  S.  984, 
which  is  the  Senate  bill.  This  is  the 
average  cost  and  it  does  not  apply  to 
some  particular  individual  from  whom 
these  affidavits  were  presented.  This 
is  the  average  cost  based  on  the  expe¬ 
rience  of  the  Farm  Placement  Service, 
from  the  migration  center  in  Mexico 
through  the  United  States  Reception 
Center  at  or  near  a  port  of  entry  and 
return:  recruitment,  75  cjnts  per  indi¬ 
vidual;  transportation  $15.65;  subsis¬ 
tence,  $6 — a  total  of  $22.40. 

Reception  processing,  assignment,  re-# 
assignment,  and  return  to  Mexico,  50 
cents;  subsistence  at  the  center  on  the 
border,  $12 — making  a  total  of  $12.50, 
or  an  over-all  total  of  $34.90. 

The  Poage  bill,  the  House  bill  pre¬ 
sented  by  the  gentleman  from  Texas, 
would  fix  the  figure  of  $10  to  reimburse 
the  Government  for  this  expenditure. 
The  Senate  bill  would  fix  the  total  at 
$20.  Why  not  take  the  actual  cost  ap¬ 
plied  by  a  responsible  bureau  of  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  .  as  to  the  actual  cost  involved 
for  the  average  of  those  procured? 

Why  not  write  into  the  bill  the  pro¬ 
posal  of  the  gentleman  "from  Wisconsin 
and  allocate  it  on  a  pro  rata  basis?  Or 
why  not  write  into  the  bill  the  actual  cost 
of  $35,  instead  of  $10  or  $20? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  briefly. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  was  just  wondering 
if  it  is  not  possible  that  the  $34  figure 
included  transportation  for  a  greater 
distance  than  that  which  is  contem¬ 
plated  by  this  program?  I  know  that  at 
one  time  they  were  recruiting  laborers 
from  800  miles  south  of  the  border.  We 
do  not  contemplate  that  at  all. 
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Mr.  BAILEY.  You  are  going  to  get 
them  any  place  that  you  can  get  them, 
and  you  know  you  are. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  No. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  And  you  are  going  to 
reimburse  the  Government  $10  for  bring¬ 
ing  them  in  from  Mexico  City.  Do  not 
try  to  kid  the  committee. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  am  not  trying  to  de¬ 
ceive  or  mislead  the  committee,  or  even 
the  gentleman  who  is  now  addressing  us. 
I  am  of  the  opinion  that  those  figures  are 
inflated  because  of  the  great  distance 
involved  for  transportation. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Are  they  as  likely  to  be 
inflated  figures  coming  from  a  regular 
bureau  of  the  Federal  Government,  than 
the  figures  of  some  private  affidavit  sub¬ 
mitted  on  the  floor  here? 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  think  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee  are  quite  certain 
if  the  demand  for  these  contract  laborers 
increases,  as  we  have  had  indications 
here  that  it  will  increase,  the  Mexican 
Government  has  said  that  they  are  going 
to  set  up  their  recruitment  centers  much 
farther  south  of  the  border  and  this  $34 
which  the  Department  of  Labor,  or  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
says  it  will  cost  is  based  on  the  quite  cer¬ 
tain  possibility  that  we  are  going  to 
have  to  ga  500  or  more  miles  into  Mexico 
in  order  to  recruit  them. 

The  Mexican  Government  does  not 
want  these  recruiting  centers  up  near 
the  border  because  you  will  have  more 
Mexicans  coming  there,  and  if  they  can¬ 
not  come  in  legally  and  if  they  are  not 
given  the  legal  right  to  come  in  as  con¬ 
tract  workers,  they  will  just  start  mov¬ 
ing  north  and  thus  you  will  have  more 
wetbacks. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  carry  this  cost 
situation  just  a  little  bit  further.  The 
official  figures  of  the  Labor  Department 
are  that  579,105  illegal  aliens  were  re¬ 
ported  during  the  year  1950,  and  that  98 
percent  of  them  are  Mexican  wetbacks. 
If  you  take  that  figure  between  the 
House  bill  and  the  Senate  bill  of  $10  and 
the  actual  cost  of  $35  alone,  the  Federal 
Government  is  going  to  have  to  pay  $25 
on  each  one  of  them.  Suppose  you  bring 
in  the  125,000  laborers  they  say  they 
need  in  southern  California  and  the  ap¬ 
proximately  200,000  that  they  say  they 
need  in  th6  Delta  States,  and  probably 
another  100,000  in  the  State  of  Texas, 
why,  I  can  figure  here  by  just  saying 
that  if  you  bring  in  more  than  you 
brought  in  last  year,  it  is  going  to  cost 
the  Government  $16,500,000  on  that  one 
item  alone. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY,  I  yield. 

Mr.  KEATING.  No  matter  how  thin 
you  slice  it,  if  the  gentleman’s  figures  are 
accurate,  the  House  bill  calls  for  a  sub¬ 
sidy  of  twenty-four-dollars-and-some- 
cents  per  worker,  and  the  Senate  bill 
for  a  subsidy  of  fourteen-dollars-and- 
some-cents  per  worker. 
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Mr.  BAILEY.  Correct.  That  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  insist  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  either  take  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota, 
or  I  shall  offer  an  amendment  to  put  in 
the  exact  figure  of  $35. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  confronted  with 
a  very  critical  time  in  the  history  of  this 
Government.  Downstairs  in  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Appropriations  we  are  con¬ 
sidering  a  bill  which  would  provide  $60,- 
000,000,000  for  additional  national  de¬ 
fense  for  the  coming  fiscal  year.  Muni¬ 
tions  of  war  are  important,  but,  of  course, 
there  are  many  other  things  essential  if 
we  are  to  measure  up  to  the  requirement 
that  America  be  strong  at  this  time. 
You  have  to  have  guns  and  airplanes, 
but  you  have  to  have  food  and  fiber  just 
as  well.  For  example,  the  Quartermas¬ 
ter  General  is  asking  Congress  to  ap¬ 
propriate  $300,000,000  to  create  a  pool 
for  supplies  of  cotton  duck  and  cotton 
webbing  that  will  be  used  in  the  military 
effort.  But  if  we  are  to  have  these  fibers 
we  must  be  able  to  grow  them  and  har¬ 
vest  them.  It  is  absolutely  essential  in 
my  judgment  in  the  interest  of  national 
defense  that  this  Poage  farm-labor  bill 
be  passed.  The  committee  worked  on  it 
for  weeks;  they  considered  all  aspects. 
I  was  up  there  and  testified  before  the 
committee ;  I  saw  the  committee  at  work. 
They  have  brought-  in  a  good  bill.  I 
think  it  would  be  unfortunate  to  adopt 
the  amendment  now  pending  or  any 
other  amendment.  Let  us  go  to  con¬ 
ference  with  the  Senate  on  the  basis  of 
the  House  bill.  It  is  different  from  the 
Senate  bill  which  is  now  being  offered 
as  a  substitute  to  the  Poage  bill.  In 
conference  the  differences  between  the 
two  bills  can  be  ironed  out.  I  trust  the 
House  bill  will  prevail  in  conference. 

It  is  absolutely  necessary  that  the  so- 
called  Douglas  amendment,  which  would 
require  the  farmer  to  know  whether  the 
Mexican  laborer  were  a  wetback  or  not, 
be  entirely  eliminated  from  the  bill. 
Such  an  unfair  amendment  would  wreck 
the  bill  and  injure  the  farmer,  the  la¬ 
borer,  and  the  national  defense  effort. 

I  would  like  to  speak  for  a  moment 
about  the  cost  of  bringing  these  laborers 
into  the  United  States  from  Mexico. 
The  figure  set  in  the  Poage  bill,  $10, 
seems  to  be  a  reasonable  and  accurate 
figure  and  I  see  no  reason  why  other 
statistics  not  submitted  in  the  hearings 
should  be  accepted  here  on  the  floor  now. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  would  like  to  call  the 
attention  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
and  the  attention  of  the  membership 
generally  to  the  actual  transportation 
figures  of  the  public  carriers,  the  bus  lines 
at  the  present  time.  These  are  not 
imaginary  figures  but  they  are  what  it 
actually  costs  today.  These  figures  are 
sworn  to.  The  fare  from  Hermosillo  is 
almost  exactly  $1.  The  bus  fare  from 
Monterrey  to  Laredo,  Tex.,  is  66  cents. 


The  bus  fare  from  Chihuahua,  Mexico, 
to  El  Paso  is  $1.15.  These  are  rates 
charged  by  common  carriers  today. 

Mr.  MAHON.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect,  and  the  Members  of  the  House 
should  understand  that  the  farmer 
must  pay  the  transportation,  not  the 
Government,  after  the  man  gets  into 
this  country.  This  $10  seems  to  be 
abundantly  adequate  and  I  do  trust  that 
the  House  bill  may  be  adopted  with  that 
figure,  that  the  substitute  bill  may  be 
defeated,  and  that  we  can  send  this  bill 
to  conference  as  soon  as  possible,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  extremely  urgent  that  the  bill 
be  enacted  into  law  at  the  earliest  pos¬ 
sible  moment — it  would  be  difficult  to 
exaggerate  the  importance  of  this  leg¬ 
islation. 

Let  me  say  further  that  these  citizens 
from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  will  not  be 
treated  like  peons,  or  worked  for  noth¬ 
ing.  When  they  come  to  the  district 
which  I  represent,  where  we  will  har¬ 
vest  perhaps  3,000,000  bales  out  of  the 
16,000,000  bales  that  we  hope  will  be 
produced  in  this  country,  they  will  be 
treated  well.  They  will  take  hundreds 
and  hundreds  of  thousands  of  American 
dollars  back  to  their  homes  in  Mexico 
and  their  wage  rates  will  be  abundantly 
high,  and  the  living  standards  will  be 
satisfactory.  This  is  no  case  of  sweat¬ 
shop  labor,  but  this  is  a  case  of  giving 
the  people  south  of  the  border  down 
Mexico  way  an  opportunity  to  partici¬ 
pate  in  American  prosperity  and  at  the 
same  time  help  the  American  farmer 
and  contribute  to  the  defense  effort. 
They  will  be  adequately  and  almost 
fabulously  paid  in  some  instances  for 
the  labor  they  perform  in  the  cotton 
fields  of  the  country,  particularly  in  west 
Texas.  The  bill  has  adequate  safe¬ 
guards  to  prevent  any  injustice  to  labor¬ 
ers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  matters 
with  respect  to  the  farm-labor  situation 
which  I  think  should  be  said  to  the  House 
at  this  time.  The  passage  of  the  Poage 
bill  now  before  us  will  go  a  long  way  in 
helping  provide  labor  from  the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  Mexico.  In  other  words,  the  Poage 
bill  will  do  one  thing.  Another  thing 
should  be  done.  The  House  should  pass 
House  Joint  Resolution  208  which  I  in¬ 
troduced  on  March  19  or  similar  legisla¬ 
tion.  The  point  is  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  child  labor  which 
became  the  law  in  1949  has  brought 
about  a  great  injustice  both  to  the 
farmer  and  to  the  children  and  families 
involved.  Congress  should  enact  legis¬ 
lation  which  would  leave  to  the  States 
the  matter  of  determining  age  limita¬ 
tions  and  school  attendance  of  families 
engaged  in  agriculture.  I  have  collab¬ 
orated  with  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Rogers]  in  preparing  an  amend¬ 
ment  which  will  be  introduced  by  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Rogers] 
later  in  the  day.  I  wish  to  appeal  to 
the  House  to  join  with  Mr.  Rogers  and 
me  and  with  other  Members  of  Congress 
from  agricultural  areas  in  seeking  to 
repeal  or  modify  existing  law  which 
makes  it  impossible  for  many  children 
to  participate  in  the  harvesting  of  basic 
farm  crops.  It  is  not  that  we  wish  to 
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exploit  children.  The  contrary  is  true. 
The  Mexican  children  from  south  Texas 
who  help  gather  the  cotton  crop  in  west 
Texas,  for  example,  accompany  their 
parents  to  the  cotton-producing  areas 
and  these  families  earn  relatively  large 
incomes  during  the  period  they  partici¬ 
pate  in  the  cotton  harvesting  and  are 
thereby  enabled  to  greatly  improve  their 
economic  condition  and  earn  the  funds 
which  enables  them  to  attend  school 
after  the  cotton  harvest  is  over. 

In  short,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  trust  that 
the  House  will  today  approve  the  Poage 
bill  and  that  approval  may  likewise  be 
secured  today  or  in  the  not  too  distant 
future  of  legislation  required  to  further 
improve  the  farm-labor  situation. 

(Mr.  MAHON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  pro  forma  amendment. 

(Mr.  GROSS  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  yester¬ 
day — and  I  am  sorry  the  gentleman 
from  Colorado  [Mr.  Hill]  is  not  on  the 
floor — he  and  I  had  a  little  colloquy  over 
the  milking  of  cows,  and  he  made  the 
assertion  at  that  time  that  many  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  probably  would  not 
know  the  producing  end  of  a  cow  and, 
before  revising  his  remarks,  inferred 
that  I  might  be  one  of  them.  Now,  the 
gentleman  from  Michigan  [Mr.  Craw¬ 
ford],  one  of  the  leading  farmers  in  the 
State  of  Maryland,  says  he  has  some 
cows,  including  a  Guernsey  and  a  Hol¬ 
stein,  and  he  has  offered  to  stage  a  milk¬ 
ing  contest.  If  the  gentleman  from 
Colorado  will  accept  this  challenge,  I 
will  be  glad  to  furnish  him  with  con¬ 
vincing  evidence  that  I  do  know  some¬ 
thing  about  the  milk-producing  end  of 
a  cow. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  ask 
members  of  the  committee  a  few  ques¬ 
tions  about  this  bill.  I  should  like  to 
know  first  of  all  how  many  people  will 
be  brought  in  from  Mexico? 

Mr’.  POAGE.  That  depends  on  when 
you  pass  the  bill.  We  could  have  used 
probably  a  half -million  earlier  in  the 
season,  but  the  number  will  be  less  now. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  many  such  em¬ 
ployables  are  there  in  the  Republic  of 
Mexico. 

Mr.  POAGE.  In  the  Republic  of 
Mexico  there  are  about  23,000,000  peo¬ 
ple.  I  would  assume  the  male  adult 
population  is  all  employable. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Are  they  all  unem¬ 
ployed? 

Mr.  POAGE.  No. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  many? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  know  how 
many  are  employed. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  would  like  to  know 
how  many  Mexicans  you  intend  to  bring 
into  the  American  labor  market. 

Mr.  POAGE.  We  have  to  bring  in 
enough  to  harvest  the  crop.  It  will  be 
impossible  to  process  that  many  now. 
You  cannot  process  more  than  7,000  a 
day  as  a  physical  proposition.  The  im¬ 
migration  authorities  cannot  process 
them  today  to  exceed  about  7,000  a  day. 
The  result  is  that  the  number  that 
would  come  in  during  the  season  is 


limited  by  the  number  that  can  be  proc¬ 
essed.  Had  we  been  able  to  get  this 
bill  passed  2  or  3  months  earlier,  we 
could  have  processed  more  workers,  we 
could  have  brought  them  in  here  legally, 
we  could  have  processed  and  screened 
them  for  the  work  that  should  have  been 
done. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  cannot  yield  further 
for  a  speech.  I  would  like  to  get  some 
questions  answered. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield?  I  will  answer  his 
questions. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  want  the  Committee 
to  answer  them.  How  many  of  these 
people  are  adults  that  you  are  bringing 
in  here? 

Mr.  POAGE.  We  do  not  bring  in  any¬ 
body  but  male  adults. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mexico  is  a  member  of 
the  United  Nations? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  How  many  troops  has 
that  country  sent  to  fight  in  Korea? 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  gentleman  will 
have  to  ask  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  about  that.  That  is  not  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Agricultural  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  knows 
they  have  not  contributed  any  troops? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  do  not  know.  You 
can  testify  to  that.  I  thought  the  gen¬ 
tleman  wanted  to  ask  me  a  question? 

Mr.  GROSS.  You  are  going  to  take 
the  skilled  labor  off  the  farms  and  out 
of  the  processing  plants  of  this  country, 
bring  in  Mexicans  to  do  the  work  and 
draft  American  into  the  military.  The 
gentleman  knows  what  the  draft  law 
says,  that  farmers  and  processing 
workers  are  not  deferrable  if  they  are 
replaceable. 

Mr.  POAGE.  So  what? 

Mr.  GROSS.  So  I  am  against  this 
bill.  Let  some  of  these  Mexicans  go 
over  and  do  some  of  the  fighting  and 
dying  in  Korea. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  I  do  not  think  the 
gentleman  should  criticize  too  much  the 
-gentleman  from  Texas  who,  as  the  gen¬ 
tleman  knows,  has  advocated  that  we 
have  our  fighting  done  by  the  Japanese 
and  Germans.  Now  he  wants  to  bring 
in  the  Mexicans  to  do  our  work,  so  the 
rest  of  us  will  not  have  very  much  to  do. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  wonder  why  he  does 
not  advocate  that  Mexicans  join  in  the 
fighting?  I  have  heard  of  no  proposals 
for  importing  foreign  doctors,  bankers, 
lawyers,  and  so  forth,  so  that  Americans 
in  these  fields,  who  might  otherwise  be 
deferred,  can  be  drafted  into  the  Armed 
Forces. 

Mi-.  HAYS  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  requisite  number 
of  words. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  who  is  also  an  eminent  farmer 
in  Maryland  [Mr.  Crawford]  made  some 
sort  of  hypothetical  statement  about 
giving  three  people  a  house  and  $40  to 
buy  a  steak,  then  having  them  leave  be¬ 
fore  they  have  done  any  work.  He  used 
that  then  as  a  basis  to  try  to  show  I  did 
not  know  anything  about  farming. 
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I  admit,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  never  had 
that  happen  to  me,  just  possibly  because 
I  am  not  so  miserably  difficult  to  get 
along  with  that  potential  employees 
leave  before  they  do  any  work. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  McCarthy], 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  McCarthy) 
there  were — ayes  47,  noes  85. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
demand  tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man  appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Poage  and 
Mr.  McCarthy. 

The  Committee  again  divided;  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were — ayes  62, 
noes  149. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Bailey  to  the 
amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Poage:  In  the  last 
line  of  paragraph  2  of  section  502,  strike  out 
the  figure  “$20”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
the  figure  “$35.” 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  some 
question  was  raised  as  to  the  proposal 
of  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  as  to 
a  pro  rata  arrangement  on  this  cost. 
Here  we  are  dealing  with  the  actual 
costs  of  approximately  $35  each  as  com¬ 
pared  to  $10  in  the  House  bill  and  $20 
in  the  Senate  bill. 

I  am  offering  this  amendment  pri¬ 
marily  for  the  purpose  of  calling  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  there  is’  some  bad 
faith  being  exercised  by  the  proponents 
of  this  legislation.  I  have  heard  several 
of  the  proponents  of  this  legislation  say 
that  they  have  the  approval  of  the  Farm 
Bureau  and  the  National  Grange  for  this 
legislation.  They  have  a  conditional  ap¬ 
proval  from  the  Farm  Bureau  and  from 
the  National  Grange,  and  they  are  not 
carrying  out  their  part  of  the  agreement. 
I  want  to  read  the  testimony.  This  was 
the  testimony  offered  by  Mi’.  Matt 
Triggs,  assistant  director,  Washington 
office,  American  Farm  Bureau  Federa¬ 
tion,  before  the  Senate  committee  in  the 
consideration  of  this  legislation.  Mr. 
Triggs  said: 

The  basic  policy  of  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  Federation  in  this  connection  is  that 
the  problem  is  one  that  should  be  handled 
to  the  maximum  feasible  extent,  by  farmers 
themselves.  We  believe  that  Government’s 
place  in  the  picture  should  be  primarily  one 
of  “opening  doors”  so  that  farmers  and  their 
organizations  can  do  the  job  for  themselves. 
We  ..re  opposed  to  any  significant  degree  of 
subsidization  of  farm-labor  recruitment 
and  transportation  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment.  *  *  *  We  are  opposed  to  the  pay¬ 

ment  by  the  Federal  Government  of  any 
portion  of  the  transportation  of  either  for¬ 
eign  or  domestic  workers  within  the  United 
States. 

In  the  testimony  of  Mi’.  Fred  Bailey, 
legislative  consultant  of  the  National 
Grange,  the  chairman  said: 

Would  you  be  more  specific  and  tell  us  to 
what  extent  you  think  the  Government 
should  share  any  of  these  costs  of  transpor¬ 
tation  and  sustenance  of  labor  in  transit? 

I  quote  Mr.  Bailey’s  reply: 

We  believe  in  no  subsidy  whatever  for  th* 
program. 
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I  want  to  quote  to  you  from  the  testi¬ 
mony  tjefore  the  same  committee  of  Mr. 
J.  C.  Baird.  Jr.,  representing  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Labor  Users  of  the  United 
States,  Indianola,  Miss.: 

'  JKr.  Baird.  *  *  *  We  want  to  pay  the 

actual  expenses  of  it. 

The  Chairman.  That  is  what  is  intended 
by  this  bill. 

Mr.  Baird.  Yes,  sir. 

The  Chairman.  Nothing  but  actual  ex¬ 
penses  on  an  average  basis. 

Mr.  Baird.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Baird  further  testified: 

The  group  from  our  area  generally  has 
opposed  the  theory  of  the  payment  of  any 
transportation  costs  by  the  Government, 
either  for  foreign  workers — for  foreign  work¬ 
ers,  because  we  are  limiting  this  to  a  foreign 
labor  bill.  At  our  meeting  in  January  with 
the  National  Farm  Labor  Advisory  Commit¬ 
tee,  there  was  quite  a  discussion  on  the  pay¬ 
ment  by  the  Government  of  all  transporta¬ 
tion  costs  over  500  miles.  Up  to  500  would 
be  paid  by  the  employer.  We  scaled  off  here 
on  the  United  States  map  that  even  Dallas 
would  qualify  for  a  certain  payment  of 
Government  expense. 

Now  the  States  who  were  particularly  op¬ 
posed  to  any  type  of  subsidization  are 
Georgia,  Mississippi,  Alabama,  Arkansas,  and 
Louisiana. 

Yet  their  Representatives  in  Congress 
are  here  today  offering  to  those  farm 
people  these  subsidies  in  violation  of 
their  agreement,  in  violation  of  the 
wishes  of  the  American  Farm'  Bureau 
and  the  National  Grange;  yet  they  say 
the  Grange  and  the  Farm  Bureau  are 
supporting  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  speaks 
about  an  agreement  that  someone  seems 
to  have  made  with  the  American  Farm 
Bureau  and  the  Grange.  Does  the  gen¬ 
tleman  suggest  that  the  House  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Agriculture  or  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  has  entered  into  any  agreement 
with  anybody  about  the  legislation  we 
have  under  consideration? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  That  may  be  so.  In 
reply  to  the  gentleman  from  North  Car¬ 
olina,  may  I  say  that  the  names  of  the 
Farm  Bureau  and  the  Grange  have  been 
used  as  proponents  of  this  legislation. 
I  say  that  is  a  falsification  and  a  mis¬ 
statement.  There  is  no  truth  in  it. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  That  is  quite  a  dif¬ 
ferent  thing  from  suggesting  we  had  an 
agreement. 

Let  me  ask  a  further  question:  The 
gentleman  quoted  from  a  statement  in 
the  Senate  hearings.  Did  the  Senate 
hearing  develop  any  figures  which  the 
gentleman  would  be  willing  to  accept 
with  regard  to  the  cost  of  transporta¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  am  offering  the  ex¬ 
act  cost,  which  is  $35.  That  is  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  my  amendment. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  did 
not  get  that  figure  from  the  Senate 
hearings. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  got  it  from  the  Labor 
Department,  from  the  Farm  Service. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  still  suspect  that 
those  figures  include  transportation 
from  800  miles  south  of  the  border. 


Mr.  BAILEY.  That  is  the  average 
cost,  and  approximately  that  figure  will 
be  the  average  cost  under  this  bill. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  call 
attention  to  a  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia  in  his 
reference  to  the  testimony  in  regard  to 
this  bill.  His  negligence  leads  to  state¬ 
ments  in  the  well  of  the  House  that  are 
in  error. 

He  made  reference  to  the  statement; 
of  J.  C.  Baird,  of  Indianola,  Miss. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield?  He  has  used  my 
name.  I  am  going  to  put  Mr.  Baird’s 
testimony  in  the  Record.  It  is  taken 
from  the  Senate  record. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  want  to 
read  Mr.  Baird’s  testimony. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  I  propose  to  put  it  in 
the  Record. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  call  at¬ 
tention  to  page  87  of  the  hearings  on 
this  bill  before  the  House  Committee  on 
Agriculture.  The  statement  begins  on 
page  86.  Mr.  Baird  says : 

We  are  in  favor  of  Mr.  Poage’s  biU,  H.  R. 
3048,  except  for  the  following  minor  changes. 

We  suggest  this  limitation  because  the  $10 
figure  is  much  above  the  expenses  normally 
incurred  by  employers. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Baird  said  $10 
would  be  all  right,  but  $10  was  below  the 
normal  cost.  As  long  as  you  are  going 
to  bring  the  names  of  people  into  these 
matters,  you  should  at  least  cover  their 
testimony  fully.  In  other-  words,  Mr. 
Baird  testified  that  the  cost  of  trans¬ 
porting  these  workers  was  normally  far 
below  $10,  but  he  asked  that  the  bill  be 
changed  to  provide  not  more  than  $10  to 
take  care  of  any  possible  foreseeable  cost 
in  the  transportation. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the 
Department  of  Labor  suggested  they 
would  like  to  have  authority  to  go  down 
in  southern  Mexico  and  recruit  labor 
way  down  below  Oaxaca  and  bring  them 
up  to  the  United  States  border?  Our 
committee  took  the  position  that  it  was 
utterly  unreasonable  to  do  that  sort  of 
thing  because  there  are  plenty  of  Mexi¬ 
cans  available  at  the  recruiting  centers 
that  the  Republic  of  Mexico  had  set  up. 

Irt  other  words,  all  this  amendment 
proposes  to  do  is  to  give  the  Government 
officials  the  money  to  carry  on  the  wild¬ 
est  kind  of  social  reforms  in  Mexico  to 
allow  them,  if  they  decide  that  it  would 
be  advantageous  to  Mexico,  to  go  clear 
to  Guanajuato,  and  pay  the  way  of 
Mexicans  all  the  way  across  the  Repub¬ 
lic,  instead  of  using  those  Mexicans 
available  who  want  to  come  into  the 
United  States  somewhere  near  our 
borders. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  The  pri¬ 
mary  purpose  of  this  provision  in  the 
bill  is  to  limit  the  cost  to  the  taxpayers. 
In  other  words  it  would  limit  the  amount 
of  money  that  these  agencies  can  use  in 
carrying  out  the  functions  of  this  law. 
We  would  not  ask  for  a  limit  if  it  pro¬ 
vided  any  cost  to  the  Government. 


Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield. 

Mr.  POAGE.  The  purpose  of  this  bill 
can  be  carried  out  and  yet  keep  the  cost 
within  $10,  can  it  not? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Of  course 
it  can,  and  very  likely  the  average  cost 
will  be  well  below  $10. 

Mr.  POAGE.  All  this  limitation  does 
is  to  impose  upon  the  Government  offi¬ 
cials  the  exercise  of  some  reasonable, 
ordinary,  common  horse  sense  in  requir¬ 
ing  them  to  use  some  discretion,  rather 
than  to  go  hog-wild  about  it. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  This  bill 
provides  that  the  Government  shall  be 
reimbursed  to  the  extent  of  not  more 
than  $10.  We  hope  that  the  Govern¬ 
ment  officials  will  not  spend  more  than 
$10  in  getting  this  labor  transported. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Of  course,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  has  been  moving  people  by  air¬ 
plane.  Of  course,  if  the  Government 
proposes  to  move  these  Mexicans  in  here 
by  airplane,  they  can  spend  $35  or  $50 
per  individual. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  Of  course. 

Mr.  POAGE.  But  if  they  propose  to 
use  common  carrier  or  busses — common- 
carrier  busses,  the  kind  that  haul  or¬ 
dinary  people,  they  can  bring  them  in 
for  $1  apiece. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  The  gen¬ 
tleman  is  right. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Ml’.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  simply  wanted  to 
say  that  if  the  immigration  people  feel 
it  is  cheaper  to  move  them  out  by  air¬ 
plane,  it  might  be  cheaper  to  move  them 
in  by  airplane. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  do  not 
care  about  the  mode  of  transportation. 
I  just  wanted  to  make  it  clear  that  every 
past  experience  shows  that  the  workers 
can  come  in  much  cheaper  than  $10  and 
to  show  the  statements  were  made  con¬ 
trary  to  the  testimony  given  before  the 
committee.  The  cost  should  be  below 
$10,  and  the  limit  should  be  $10. 

Mi*.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  $15.65  figure  that 
the  gentleman  from  West  Virginia  [Mr. 
Bailey]  used  could  very  well  be  for  air 
transportation  because  our  information 
is  to  the  effect  that  the  bus  fare  from 
those  centers  ranges  from  66  cents  to 
$1.15. 

Mr.  SMITH  of  Mississippi.  That  is 
correct. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  has  expired. 

The  question  is  on  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  West 
Virginia  [Mr.  Bailey]  to  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
Polk]. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Bailey)  there 
were — ayes  26,  noes  81. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Polk]. 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a 
division  (demanded  by  Mr.  Polk)  there 
were — ayes  34,  noes  85. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  for 
tellers. 

Tellers  were  ordered,  and  the  Chair 
appointed  as  tellers  Mr.  Polk  and  Mr. 
Poage. 

The  Committee  again  divided;  and  the 
tellers  reported  that  there  were— ayes  44, 
noes  137. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Jackson  of 
Washington:  On  page  2,  strike  out  lines  3 
to  8,  inclusive,  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following: 

“2.  To  establish  and  operate  for  such 
workers  such  reception  centers  in  the  con¬ 
tinental  United  States  as  may  be  necessary 
to  accomplish  the  purposes  of  this  title.” 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  offering  this  amendment 
for  two  reasons.  First,  the  State  of 
Washington  has  a  need  for  emergency 
farm  labor  help.  I  may  say  at  the  out¬ 
set  that  Oregon  and  Washington  pay 
the  highest  farm-labor  wage  in  the 
United  States.  We  need  outside  of  our 
domestic  labor  supply,  from  information 
I  have  received  through  the  Bureau  of 
Employment  Security  of  the  State  of 
Washington,  between  five  and  six  thou¬ 
sand  imported  foreign  workers. 

Second,  under  the  terms  of  the  bill 
now  pending  before  the  committee,  the 
reception  centers  will  be  located  along 
the  Mexican  border.  If  we  are  going  to 
have  legislation  on  this  subject  it  ought 
to  be  on  a  fair  and  equitable  basis.  It 
should  be  possible  for  farmers  through¬ 
out  the  United  States  who  are  short  of 
help  on  the  farms  to  get  help  on  the 
same  basis  that  the  States  along  the 
border  obtain  them.  After  all,  there  is  a 
subsidy  in  this  bill  and  if  we  are  going 
to  provide  assistance,  it  should  be  fair, 
just,  and  equitable  to  every  farmer  in 
the  United  States  where  a  need  exists. 

At  the  present  time  under  the  existing 
bill  the  people  along  the  border  will  be 
able  to  get  farm-labor  assistance.  The 
people  in  the  North,  East,  and  West  will 
have  to  pay  an  inordinate  share  of  the 
cost  of  transporting  the  farm  workers 
to  their  particular  section  or  State. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Does  the  gentleman 
have  any  idea  what  the  cost  would  be  if 
the  amendment  which  he  has  offered 
were  adopted? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I  do 
not  have  an  estimate,  any  more  than 
the  gentleman  has  an  estimate  on  what 
his  bill  is  going  to  cost. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  under  his  amendment  they  could 
recruit  two  or  three  hundred  thousand 
works  south  of  the  border  and  transport 
them  to  reception  centers  in  the  State 
of  Washington. 

Mi’.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  If  you 
are  going  to  bring  labor  into  the  United 
States  why  should  not  each  State  be 


entitled  to  get  that  labor  on  the  basis  of 
equality  of  cost? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  farmers  in  the 
State  of  Washington  can  get  this  Mexi¬ 
can  labor  by  going  to  the  reception 
centers  at  the  Mexican  border  and  pay¬ 
ing  the  charges. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  The 
obvious  effect  of  the  legislation  is  to  give 
an  advantage  to  the  States  along  the 
border.  You  do  not  have  to  study  this 
bill  5  minutes  to  come  to  that  conclusion. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  knows 
they  are  the  States  where  the  problem 
really  exists. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  In  my 
State  of  Washington,  where  we  pay  inci¬ 
dentally  over  one  dollar  an  hour  for 
farm  help,  after  the  exhaustion  of  all  of 
our  domestic  farm  labor  we  will  need  be¬ 
tween  five  and  six  thousand  imported 
laborers.  Why  should  they  not  get  some 
assistance  under  those  circumstances? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Why  should  not  your 
farmers  pay  the  cost? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Why 
should  they  pay  a  greater  share  of  this 
bill  that  is  now  before  the  Congress  than 
the  people  along  the  border? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman’s 
amendment  puts  a  subsidy  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  HORAN.  We  want  equity  in  this, 
and  that  is  all  the  gentleman’s  amend¬ 
ment  calls  for.  We  want  fairness  in  the 
parceling  out  of  the  available  excess 
labor,  and  we  need  them,  too.  We  are 
already  handicapped  with  high  wages 
and  high  transportation  costs  away  out 
in  the  State  of  Washington. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Is  not 
this  a  bill  to  provide  farm  labor  assist¬ 
ance  to  all  48  States  if  it  is  needed?  If 
so,  then  the  cost  ought  to  be  borne  equi¬ 
tably.  That  is  just  common  sense. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Washington. 

Mr.  HOLMES.  In  connection  with 
the  demand  for  this  labor  that  we  have 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest,  the  transpor¬ 
tation  charges  for  some  1,500  to  2,000 
miles  to  the  Mexican  border,  combined 
with  the  high  rate  we  pay  for  agricul¬ 
tural  labor  in  the  Northwest,  the  highest 
in  the  United  States,  makes  the  burden 
greater  on  the  farmers  of  the  Northwest 
and  favors  those  close  to  the  border  of 
Mexico,  is  that  not  right? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  The 
gentleman  is  absolutely  right. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  logic  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  argument  is  to  the  effect  that 
we  should  have  reception  centers  in  all 
of  the  States  and  that  such  reception 
centers  shall  be  exactly  the  same  dis¬ 
tance  from  every  farmer’s  farm. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Ob¬ 
viously  not.  The  reception  centers 
should  be  in  the  same  general  areas 
where  they  were  located  during  World 
War  H.  I  am  not  asking  that  they  be 
established  in  every  State;  but  the  gen¬ 
tleman  has  a  bill  now  before  the  House 
that  has  only  one  obvious  purpose  and 
that  is  to  provide  preferential  treatment. 


That  is  the  effect  of  his  bill, 
spelled  out  in  so  many  words 
is  the  effect  in  actual  practice, 
the  farm  employer  located  close 
Mexican  border  an  advantage  over 
employers  in  the  North,  West,  and  EaS 
It  hurts  the  employers  that  are  paying 
the  highest  farm-labor  wage. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Have  the  farmers  in 
your  State  been  dependent  upon  Mex¬ 
ican  labor  to  harvest  their  crops? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Yes; 
they  have. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  How  have  they  ar¬ 
ranged  for  the  transportation  cost  up 
there? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Dur¬ 
ing  the  war  they  had  a  reception  center 
not  far  away.  As  I  recall,  I  believe  it 
was  Portland,  Oreg.,  and  they  paid  the 
transportation  cost  from  that  point. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  And  they  were  not 
Mexican  citizens  altogether.  They  re¬ 
cruited  them  from  many  States  and  paid 
the  transportation  cost. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  That 
may  be  true  to  a  certain  extent,  but  we 
had  a  large  amount  of  Mexican  help. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  House  will 
vote  for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move  to 
strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  call  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  if  this  amendment 
was  to  have  been  offered  it  should  have 
been  offered  before  we  settled  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  cost  in  this  bill.  The  $10  limita¬ 
tion  or  the  $20  limitation  or  a  $30  or  $40 
limitation  probably  will  not  take  care  of 
the  expense  if  you  are  going  to  establish 
centers  in  the  places  proposed  by  this 
amendment.  I  suggest  that  if  we  adopt 
this  amendment  we  should  reconsider 
the  question  of  the  application  of  these 
costs,  otherwise  there  is  going  to  be  a  big 
farmer  subsidy  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  McCarthy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  event  this 
amendment  is  adopted,  I  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  take  care  of  the  addi¬ 
tional  cost  that  would  be  involved. 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  point  out  that 
a  great  deal  more  is  involved  in  this 
amendment  than  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  the  Government  is  going 
to  pay  the  transportation  of  some  Mex¬ 
ican  workers  to  the  Pacific  Northwest. 
I  can  understand  and  I  can  sympathize 
with  the  problem  that  confronts  the 
people  of  that  section  of  the  country, 
because  they  do  face  a  most  difficult 
problem.  They  are  a  long  way  from 
the  source  of  labor.  However,  I  think 
if  you  will  but  reflect  a  moment  you 
will  realize  that  if  you  were  to  adopt 
this  amendment  and  establish  the  prin¬ 
ciple  that  we  were  going  to  undertake 
to  pay  the  transportation  of  foreign 
workers  within  the  United  States,  that 
you  could  not  escape  the  logic  of  the 
argument  that  you  should  then  extend 
that  same  principle  to  domestic  workers 
who  wanted  to  go  from  one  State  of  the 
Union  to  another. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 
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Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Was  not  that  very 
thing  discussed  fully  in  our  committee? 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  was.  It  was  discussed 
at  great  length  in  our  committee  room, 
and  everybody  agreed,  the  opponents  and 
the  proponents,  who  came  before  our 
committee.  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that 
most  had  to  agree  that  they  could  not, 
with  one  side  of  the  mouth,  ask  that 
we  guarantee  the  transportation  cost  of 
Mexican  workers  across  the  continent, 
and  with  the  other  side  of  the  mouth 
say  that  if  a  man  from  Arkansas  wanted 
to  go  out  to  California  to  work  that  we 
would  not  guarantee  his  transportation. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Washington. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I  will 
say  to  the  gentleman,  if  there  is  a  find¬ 
ing  that  there  is  no  domestic  labor  now 
available,  then  it  is  certainly  proper  to 
call  on  outside  assistance.  If  the  gen¬ 
tleman  wants  to  be  logical  about  this, 
then  I  would  say  that  he  should  not  ask 
for  any  kind  of  subsidy.  You  have  sub¬ 
sidy  from  inside  of  Mexico  to  the  border. 

Mr.  POAGE.  We  have  discussed  that 
matter  of  an  alleged  subsidy,  and  this 
House  has  found  by  its  vote  that  there 
was  no  subsidy  involved  in  this  bill,  and 
that  is  a  correct  finding.  I  do  not  pro¬ 
pose  to  go  back  into  that  question.  This 
bill  is  very  plain.  It  does  not  pay  a  sub¬ 
sidy  to  anybody  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  for  a  question. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  The  gentleman  is  set¬ 
ting  aside  the  provisions  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Act - 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yielded  for  a  question 
and  not  for  a  speech. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Are  those  not  subsidies? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield¬ 
ed  for  a  question  and  the  gentleman  did 
not  see  fit  to  ask  a  question. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  POAGE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  ALBERT.  Are  not  the  cotton 
farmers  of  southeastern  Missouri  about 
as  far  from  the  labor  supply  as  the 
Pacific  Northwest  is? 

Mr.  POAGE.  Almost  as  far,  but  not 
quite. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  I 
suggest  the  gentleman  look  at  the  map. 

Mr.  POAGE.  It  is  about  1,100  miles 
to  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  about  900 
miles  to  southeastern  Arkansas.  There 
is  about  a  200-mile  difference.  I  do  not 
have  any  quarrel  with  the  people  of  the 
Pacific  Northwest  or  the  cotton  farmers 
of  Arkansas.  They  are  both  fine  folks, 
but  I  do  not  believe  in  the  proposition  of 
having  the  Government  guarantee  the 
transportation  of  everybody  who  wants 
to  ride  all  over  this  country.  We  had  an 
experience  of  that  kind  during  the  war. 
When  a  man  from  Arkansas  decided  he 
wanted  to  take  a  job  in  California.  All 
he  had  to  do  was  to  go  out  there,  and 
they  paid  his  food  on  the  way,  and  then 
when  he  decided  he  did  not  like  to 
work,  they  paid  his  way  back. 


Now,  there  is  a  considerable  group  of 
people  in  the  United  States  who  believe 
in  that  sort  of  philosophy.  I  do  not 
believe  in  it.  I  do  not  believe  in  the 
Government’s  assuming  obligations  to 
provide  transportation  for  everybody 
who  wants  to  ride  all  over  this  country, 
and  that  is  what  we  will  inevitably  come 
to  if  we  pass  this  amendment. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment  offered  by 
my  colleague  from  Washington,  and  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  remarks. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Washington? 

There  ‘was  no  objection. 

Mr.  HORAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
all  we  are  trying  to  do  here  is  be  fair  to 
every  American.  I  take  the  floor  today 
to  appeal  to  you  that  the  bill  as  it  now 
stands  is  not  fair  to  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west.  I  know  this  Committee  wants  to 
be  fair.  I  hope  the  amendment  is  ac¬ 
cepted.  Some  of  the  rough  spots  in  this 
bill  are  going  to  be  worked  out  in  con¬ 
ference.  So  I  hope  an  effort  is  made  to 
be  fair  to  the  people  of  the  remoter  parts 
of  the  United  States  who  need  farm 
labor  and  who  are  going  to  be  quite  a 
distance  from  these  reception  centers. 
The  amendment  is  sufficiently  wide,  I 
think,  to  permit  adoption  by  the  Com¬ 
mittee  and  perhaps  modification  in 
conference. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  The  gen¬ 
tleman’s  arguments,  of  course,  would 
also  apply  as  far  as  Minnesota  is  con¬ 
cerned.  What  I  should  like  to  know 
from  my  colleague  on  the  Subcommittee 
on  Agricultural  Appropriations  is,  how 
many  additional  millions  of  dollars  will 
this  amendment  add  to  this  bill? 

Mr.  MORAN.  I  do  not  think  you  are 
going  to  have  a  bill  like  this  and  feel  you 
will  not  have  it  cost  something.  When 
we  went  to  war  with  Korea  and  put  our 
available  migrant  labor  to  work  in  the 
defense  plants,  we  found  we  had  crops 
to  harvest  and  we  had  to  get  help  from 
someplace.  Last  year  at  the  hearings 
of  this  committee,  and  I  want  to  give 
the  committee  full  credit,  for  I  attended 
some  of  those  hearings,  the  United 
States  Employment  Service  said,  “you 
do  not  need  a  farm  labor  bill,  we  can 
supply  the  needs.”  During  the  summer 
I  contacted  the  State  officials  in  the 
State  of  Washington  and  they  said,  “We 
can  take  care  of  the  situation.”  But 
when  it  came  time  to  harvest  our  apple 
crop,  the  Governor  of  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington  had  to  call  on  General  Wede- 
meyer  and  he  gave  extended  furloughs 
to  the  Army.  They  came  in  and  helped 
us  get  our  apple  crop  in. 

We  are  in  dire  need  of  help  now.  I 
say  I  want  you  to  be  fair  with  us,  be¬ 
cause  we  have  high  freight  rates.  They 
have  gone  up  67  percent  since  the  end  of 
World  War  II.  We  in  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington  in  order  to  attract  farm  labor 
have  upped  our  hourly  pay  to  an  average 
of  $1.01.  That  is  the  average  as  of  April 
1  of  this  year.  We  do  that  to  attract 


workers,  but  we  still  cannot  attract 
enough  of  them. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  compliment 
the  gentleman  on  his  interest  in  this 
matter.  I  recall  that  he  came  to  the 
committee  and  discussed  the  matter  very 
thoroughly  and  earnestly.  While  I  sym¬ 
pathize  with  the  fact  that  labor  is  needed 
in  the  gentlemen’s  section  of  the  country, 
I  think  the  gentleman  will  agree  with  me 
that  if  this  amendment  is  adopted  it 
could  very  reasonably  involve  a  cost  run¬ 
ning  into  the  millions  of  dollars  to  the 
Government,  unknown  millions. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  think  this  bill  is  going 
to  cost  the  Government  millions  of  dol¬ 
lars.  We  do  not  want  to  kid  ourselves. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Further,  we  would 
then  be  faced  with  paying  Mexicans’ 
transportation  across  the  country  and 
refusing  the  same  consideration  to  our 
own  people. 

Mr.  HORAN.  No,  we  are  going  to  re¬ 
cruit  Mexican  nationals  under  a  contract. 
They  have  no  similarity  to  the  domestic 
people,  who  have  the  freedom  of  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  knows 
that  when  he  was  in  our  committee  room 
there  were  those  there  who  advocated 
that  we  pay  the  cost  of  the  laboring  men 
working  on  the  farms. 

Mr.  HORAN.  No,  we  are  merely  ask¬ 
ing  you  to  be  fair  to  us. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  know  the  gentleman 
did  not  ask  us  to  pay  for  domestic  labor 
transportation,  but  others  did. 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  am  only  talking  now 
in  support  of  this  amendment.  I  do  not 
want  to  be  dragged  off  the  trail. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  It  Is 
true  that  the  bill  does  provide  for  the 
Federal  Government  to  pay  the  cost  of 
transportation  from  Mexico  to  the  re¬ 
ception  centers  in  the  United  States. 

Mi*.  HORAN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  So  if 
the  gentleman  from  North  Carolina 
wants  to  be  logical  and  consistent,  then 
that  transportation  ought  to  be  borne 
and  all  the  costs  of  the  bill  ought  to  be 
borne  by  the  farmers. 

Mr.  HORAN.  When  we  argue  econ¬ 
omy  and  turn  down  justice  to  all  of  the 
people,  and  we  are  going  to  need  Mexi¬ 
can  laborers,  we  are  adding  just  one 
more  straw  of  inequity  on  the  backs  of 
the  farmers  I  represent.  It  can  ruin 
them. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Have  not  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  farmers  been  using  Mexican  labor 
in  the  past? 

Mr.  HORAN.  We  used  Mexican  labor 
during  World  War  II  and  it  turned  out 
very  well. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Who  paid  the  bill? 

Mr.  HORAN.  The  Government  paid 
the  bill  to  the  reception  center,  and  our 
farmers  paid  part  of  the  transportation 
from  a  point  equidistant. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  They  had  these  farm 
workers  working  on  a  city  street,  Co¬ 
lumbia  Avenue,  in  Portland.  They  had 
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been  transferred  from  800  miles  south  of 
the  border,  and  the  Government  was 
paying  the  entire  cost,  medical  care, 
child  care,  and  so  forth.  That  is  the 
reason  the  figure  went  up  to  $200  or  $300. 

Mr.  HORAN.  You  are  in  charge  of 
this  bill.  You  ar~  writing  this  bill.  I  am 
not  asking  you  to  do  those  things.  But 
we  do  want  you  to  consider  and  equitable 
amendment  here  so  that  the  farmers  can 
be  treated  rightly.  You  are  going  to 
write  this  bill  in  conference.  Do  not  tell 
me  what  happened  in  the  past.  I  do  not 
agree  with  that,  either.  It  is  your  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  be  fair  with  us. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HORAN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Whose  money  estab¬ 
lished  the  reception  centers  in  Texas 
and  California? 

Mr.  HORAN.  That  is  Government 
money. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  move  to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to  take  a 
minute  to  state  that  it  is  my  opinion  that 
this  amendment  will  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  a  good  many  additional  millions  of 
dollars.  There  is  no  telling  how  many 
millions.  I  think  the  acceptance  of  such 
an  amendment  will  result  unfortunately 
in  killing  the  bill  itself  on  final  roll  call. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  If  the 
gentleman  followed  my  amendment,  of 
course,  he  would  see  that  it  simply  re¬ 
quires  reception  centers  to  be  located 
equitably  throughout  the  United  States. 
It  would  apply  to  the  States  of  Minnesota 
and  Maine,  as  well  as  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Has  the 
gentleman  any  idea  whatever  as  to  what 
his  amendment  would  cost? 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  Washington.  I  do 
not. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  That  is 
one  good  reason  why  the  amendment 
should  be  defeated. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  represent  a  great 
farming  section  in  West  Virginia,  the 
main  farming  section  of  my  State,  and  I 
agree  with  my  colleague,  the  gentleman 
from  Washington.  If  we  are  going  to  be 
fair  to  the  people  of  the  United  States, 
we  should  be  fair  to  all  the  farmers  of 
the  different  States.  We  have  an  apple¬ 
growing  section  in  my  district  in  which 
all  of  the  orchardists  are  raising  heck 
because  they  cannot  get  apple  pickers. 

The  sons  of  these  farmers  and  or¬ 
chardists  have  been  called  into  the 
armed  services  and  now  they  cannot  get 
help.  Down  below  our  border,  Mexico, 
a  member  of  the  UN,  has  not  sent  one 
soldier  to  the  Korean  front.  Yet  they 
have  hundreds  of  thousands  of  workers 
who  are  idle  and  should  be  put  into  the 
service  to  fight  for  liberty  and  freedom 
for  mankind,  but  they  choose  to  let  them 
come  into  this  country  to  take  the  jobs 
of  these  American  boys  who  are  fighting 
for  their  welfare. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  yield. 


Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  has  put 
his  finger  exactly  on  the  thing  that 
ought  to  be  emphasized  here — that 
Mexico  has  not  contributed  a  single 
ounce  to  the  fighting  and  dying  in  Korea 
while  we  are  putting  our  American  boys 
on  the  auction  block  in  this  deal. 

I  thought  we  had  ended  auction 
blocks  with  the  Civil  War. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  That  is  true. 

I  just  want  to  say  that  to  be  fair — we 
are  not  going  to  write  a  fair  bill  on  the 
floor  of  the  House — no — but  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  this  committee  can  be  fair  when 
they  go  to  conference  table  in  seeing 
that  there  is  some  equity  given.  I  am 
saying  this  ought  to  be  considered. 
That  if  cheap  labor  is  made  available  to 
one  section  of  the  nation  it  should  be 
made  available  to  all  sections.  In  the 
first  place,  I  do  not  believe  in  any  for¬ 
eign  labor  being  brought  into  this  coun¬ 
try.  It  has  a  demoralizing  effect  upon 
our  own  people.  Let  them  take  out  citi¬ 
zenship  papers,  if  they  wish  to  come  to 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  I  yieTd  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  We  did  consider  it 
very  carefully,  and  the  members  of  the 
committee  considered  it  very  carefully. 
We  considered  it  was  not  feasible. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  It  may  not  be  feas¬ 
ible.  I  have  heard  the  word  “sympathy” 
used  here.  Each  member  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  said  they  sympathized,  and  so 
forth.  Sympathy  does  not  do  anything 
for  the  people.  The  Congress  is  here 
to  enact  laws  equitably  for  every  citizen 
of  the  United  States  and  not  for  one  sec¬ 
tion,  and  you  cannot  answer  that  argu¬ 
ment  in  any  other  way. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  said 
that  we  should  consider  it,  and  I  say  we 
have  considered  it. 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  That  is  all  right — 
your  responsibility  as  a  Congressman  is 
to  consider,  not  your  section  or  anyone 
else’s  section,  but  every  section  in  the 
United  States. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mi-.  STAGGERS.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BAILEY.  Do  you  not  think  that 
we  ought  to  have  equality  under  the  rev¬ 
enue  laws  and  under  the  social  security 
laws  when  certain  groups  get  certain 
benefits  and  everybody  else  takes  it  on 
the  nose? 

Mr.  STAGGERS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
said  I  was  not  going  to  take  the  full  5 
minutes,  but  I  suggest  that  we  should 
consider  the  boys  who  are  in  the  service 
right  now  and  who  are  doing  the  fight¬ 
ing  for  this  country  before  we  bring  in 
outsiders  to  do  our  work.  Do  you  want 
to  bring  them  in?  If  so  let  us  bring 
them  in  as  nationals.  Let  them  become 
citizens  of  the  United  States.  Do  they 
not  want  citizenship  in  the  United 
States?  What  is  the  trouble?  You  have 
been  talking  about  costs.  It  is  a  matter 
of  principle.  There  is  not  a  man  in  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  here  who  can 
say  it  is  a  matter  of  cost.  It  is  a  matter 
of  principle. 

I  think  when  we  search  our  own  con¬ 
sciences  we  will  find  that  it  is  not  a  mat¬ 
ter  of  cost  with  any  individual  because 


the  citizens  of  my  section  of  the  country 
and  the  citizens  of  the  United  States  are 
going  to  pay  for  this  and  they  will  have 
to  bear  the  burden  whatever  the  end 
results  might  be. 

If  we  must  bring  them  in,  let  us  make 
their  services  available  to  all  the  farmers 
of  the  Nation.  Let  us  do  away  with 
sectionalism. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Chairman,  after  sitting  through 
this  debate  on  the  Poage  farm  labor 
importation  bill  I  want  to  say  that  I  am 
extremely  happy  with  the  broad  discus¬ 
sion  which  has  been  allowed  and  which 
has  prevailed  up  to  this  point.  I  want, 
to  take  occasion  to  thank  the  very  able 
and  affable  gentleman  from  North  Caro¬ 
lina  for  allowing  the  debate  to  be  on 
such  a  broad  basis  today. 

I  do  not  come  from  a  farming  section. 
I  come  from  San  Francisco,  which  is 
strictly  a  city  area.  Possibly  someone 
will  ask,  if  I  am  not  from  a  farm,  or 
do  not  live  in  a  cotton-growing  or  melon¬ 
growing  area,  such  as  are  in  my  home 
State  of  California,  why  should  I  inter¬ 
est  myself  in  this  legislation?  My  an¬ 
swer  would  be  that  I  have  an  interest 
in  this  legiislation  because  I  do  not  sub¬ 
scribe  to  the  idea  that  we  are  elected 
to  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  only 
to  take  an  interest  in  legislation  which 
affects  our  districts,  or  with  which  we 
may  have  some  personal  connection.  In 
addition  to  that  I  have  an  interest  in 
human  beings,  and  I  have  seen  with 
my  own  eyes  some  of  the  human  prob¬ 
lems  which  have  developed  as  a  result 
of  the  wetback  situation  in  the  State 
of  California. 

Before  I  touch  on  that,  may  I  say  that 
contrary  to  the  impression  held  by  some 
of  the  Members  here,  there  is  no  con¬ 
certed  desire,  no  move  to  block  enact¬ 
ment  of  proper  legislation  on  this  sub¬ 
ject.  In  fact,  there  is  a  real  recognition 
of  the  problem  faced  by  the  agricultural 
industry  in  this  country  at  the  present 
time — a  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  there 
is  a  shortage  of  labor  because  of  the 
emergency  in  which  the  country  is  in¬ 
volved.  I  do  not  want  to  use  the  word 
“sympathy,”  so  I  will  say  an  “under¬ 
standing” — an  understanding  of  the 
fact  that  a  shortage  of  labor  could  mean 
a  shortage  of  food  to  the  Nation  and 
its  fighting  forces  and  to  other  nations 
throughout  the  world  who  depend  upon 
us  for  our  help,  assistance,  and,  at  times, 
generosity.  I  know  of  no  opposition  to 
finding  an  acceptable  and  fair  solution 
to  that  problem — one  that  will  be  fair 
to  both  the  farmer  and  the  farm  laborer, 
and  also  to  whatever  imported  labor  it 
may  develon  is  necessary  to  bring  in. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  had  been  my  very 
sincere  hope  that  the  Polk  substitute 
amendment,  the  Senate  bill,  would  be 
adopted  by  the  House  as  a  substitute  for 
the  Poage  bill.  That  bill  had  certain 
restrictions  set  up  in  it  which  make  it 
far  more  acceptable,  far  more  practical, 
to  those  who  completely  understand  this 
problem — to  the  fair-minded  farmer,  to 
those  from  the  field  of  labor,  from  busi¬ 
ness,  from  big  cities,  and  particularly  to 
myself — than  the  Poage  bill  which  seems 
to  be  championed  by  those  who  come 
from  the  Southwest  and  from  my  own 
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State,  and  who  have  displayed  on  the 
floor  that  their  primary  concern  is  with 
the  limited  interests  involved  in  their 
own  particular  problem. 

To  substantiate  my  statement  that  we 
who  are  in  opposition  to  the  Poage  bill 
are  not  opposing  the  idea  of  bringing 
I  labor  in  when  necessary,  to  substantiate 
!  my  statement  that  we  are  aware  of  the 
problem,  let  us  go  back  over  some  his¬ 
tory.  This  wetback  and  Mexican  labor 
problem  is  not  new;  it  has  been  with  us 
for  many  years,  since  long  before  World 
War  II.  Because  of  the  fact  that  in 
World  War  n  our  young  men  moved  to 
the  service,  the  factories,  and  the  metro¬ 
politan  areas,  a  shortage  of  agricultural 
s  labor  developed  and  the  proposal  was 
made  that  we  set  up  machinery  for  bring¬ 
ing  in  groups  of  agricultural  workers 
from  the  neighboring  Republic  of  Mex¬ 
ico  to  help  solve  the  problem.  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  workers  of  this  country, 
representatives  of  the  Government,  the 
State  Department  and  the  Labor  De¬ 
partment  and  the  Immigration  Service, 
and  representatives  of  the  growers’  as¬ 
sociations  sat  together  with  members  of 
like  organizations  of  Mexico,  and  a  pro¬ 
gram  was  worked  up  and  the  people  were 
brought  in. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  proceed  for  three 
additional  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
California? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  A  great  many  of  those 
people  came  into  the  States,  and  the 
agricultural  labor  problem  of  the  coun¬ 
try  was  to  a  great  extent  solved.  There 
was  no  objection  at  the  time  to  what 
was  recognized  as  a  wartime  and  emer¬ 
gency  necessity.  However,  as  a  result 
of  that  program,  and  since  that  pro¬ 
gram  was  first  developed,  certain  weak¬ 
nesses  have  developed  and  certain  ob¬ 
jections  have  been  recognized,  which  we 
feel  should  be  corrected  before  authoriz¬ 
ing  any  extension  or  continuation  of  it. 
The  Ellender  bill,  as  passed  by  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  would  have  taken  care  of  some  of 
those  weaknesses.  I  had  hoped  to  see  it 
perfected  in  the  House  with  further 
amendments.  Our  only  chance  now  to 
correct  those  weaknesses  in  the  program, 
and  to  protect  the  interests  of  our  own 
farm  labor,  our  other  labor  groups  who 
have  been  hurt  by  the  infiltration  of 
Mexican  workers,  and  the  country  itself 
which  is  presented  with  a  terrific  social 
problem,  is  to  adopt  some  of  the  perfect¬ 
ing  amendments  to  the  Poage  bill  which 
we  are  now  considering. 

A  great  many  of  those  Mexicans  who 
were  brought  in  and  are  being  brought 
in  at  the  present  time  never  return  to 
their  own  country,  and  they  have  been 
a  recurring  problem  not  only  in  certain 
agricultural  areas,  but  in  industrial  areas 
as  well — not  only  in  the  border  States, 
but  in  other  States  throughout  the  coun¬ 
try  ever  since.  The  Poage  bill  eliminates 
the  bonding  requirement  formerly  re¬ 
quired  of  employers  of  Mexican  con¬ 
tract  labor  to  insure  their  return  to 
Mexico.  That  elimination  promises  to 
cause  a  multiplication  of  the  problems 


connected  with  the  Mexicans  who  re¬ 
main  in  this  country  illegally,  and  it 
should  be  reinstated. 

Even  greater  than  the  difficulties 
caused  by  the  contract  nationals  who 
remain  here  are  those  resulting  from 
the  hordes  of  wetbacks,  illegal  Mexican 
entrants  who  stream  across  the  borders. 
The  problems  which  they  bring  with 
them  have  increased  tremendously.  The 
press  and  magazines  of  this  country 
have  brought  the  disgraceful  conditions 
in  the  Southwest  to  everyone’s  attention. 
The  President’s  Commission  on  Migra¬ 
tory  Labor  called  for  a  correction  of  the 
conditions.  The  wetbacks  move  from 
agricultural  areas  into  the  metropolitan 
areas,  not  only  in  the  four  States  along 
the  Mexican  border  but  in  many  States 
much  farther  north.  They  have  cre¬ 
ated  new  impacts,  new  sociological  sit¬ 
uations,  in  the  metropolitan  sections  of 
many  States.  Yet  the  Poage  bill  actually 
legalizes  the  presence  of  these  people, 
for  it  states  “Those  who  are  temporarily 
here”  in  talking  of  contracting  for  their 
employment,  without  specifying  how 
they  may  have  come  here.  It  is  an  open 
invitation  of  more  thousands  of  them 
to  pour  into  the  country.  Without  the 
amendment  to  the  Poage  bill  which  the 
Senate  included  in  their  bill,  imposing 
strict  penalties  for  the  employment  of 
wetbacks,  and  without  the  amendment 
restricting  contracting  of  Mexicans  to 
those  who  have  legally  entered  the 
United  States,  I  cannot  in  good  con¬ 
science  votes  for  this  measure.  To  do  so 
would  be  to  accept  part  of  the  blame 
for  the  deliberate  violations  of  our  im¬ 
migration  laws  which  are  now  encour¬ 
aged,  and  to  accept  part  of  the  guilt  for 
the  shameful  peonage  under  which  these 
Mexican  workers  exist. 

There  is  abundant  evidence  that  Mexi¬ 
can  contract  workers  have  been  brought 
into  this  country  when  there  is  no  real 
need  for  them.  The  Poage  bill  places 
the  responsibility  for  certifying  that  a 
need  exists  on  the  Regional  Director  of 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
rather  than  on  the  Secretary  of  Labor, 
as  provided  in  the  bill  passed  by  the 
Senate.  Proof  has  been  given  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  during  this  debate 
that  Mexicans  have  been  contracted  for 
when  there  is  a  large  number  of  unem¬ 
ployed  Americans  looking  for  work  in 
the  same  area.  To  avoid  that  condition 
the  determination  that  there  is  no 
American  labor  available  should  be 
made  on  some  uniform  national  basis. 
There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  but  that 
the  Bureau  of  Employment  Security 
local  officials  have  not  done  a  good  job  of 
canvassing  all  possible  sources  of  labor 
before  certifying  to  a  shortage,  and  for 
that  reason  I  am  firmly  convinced  that 
the  responsibility  should  be  given  to  the 
Secretary  of  Labor.  Continuance  of  the 
present  system  will  just  insure  that  our 
local  domestic  labor  will  continue  to  be 
done  out  of  jobs  in  favor  of  imported 
Mexican  citizens.  I  believe  that  the 
Poage  bill  should  be  tightened  up  so  that 
will  no  longer  be  possible.  There  is  no 
reason  why  our  own  people  should  be  on 
the  welfare  rolls  while  we  are  bringing 
in  others  to  take  their  jobs.  And  in  this 
respect  I  refer  particularly  to  the  plight 
of  American  citizens  of  Mexican  descent 


who  are  now  finding  themselves  dis¬ 
placed  and  unemployed  by  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  and  wetbacks  who  are  working 
cheaper.  Under  the  terms  of  the  Poage 
bill  the  use  of  imported  Mexican  labor 
is  not  restricted  only  to  our  farms.  Un¬ 
der  the  definition  of  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  which  it  now  contains,  Mexi¬ 
can  nationals  can  be  imported  to  work  in 
our  canneries  and  packing  houses  any¬ 
where  in  the  country.  That  certainly 
is  not  the  type  of  “stoop  labor”  which 
Americans  will  supposedly  not  do.  It 
will  inevitably  lead  to  a  lowering  of  wage 
standards  for  which  American  working¬ 
men  have  had  to  fight  so  strongly.  With¬ 
out  a  strict  limitation  of  the  type  of 
work  which  these  people  may  be  import¬ 
ed  to  do,  I  certainly  cannot  vote  for  pas¬ 
sage  of  this  bill.  It  would  be  directly 
contrary  to  everything  for  which  I  have 
fought  during  my  whole  adult  life — the 
protection  of  the  American  workingman 
and  the  improvement  rather  than  the 
destruction  of  the  American  standard 
of  living. 

Another  factor  in  the  practically  un¬ 
limited  use  of  Mexican  labor  which  has 
developed  as  a  result  of  the  present  sys¬ 
tem  of  importation  and  use  of  Mexicans, 
legally  or  illegally,  is  the  terrific  down¬ 
ward  pressure  on  wages  and  piece  rates 
paid  to  farm  workers.  The  prevailing 
wage  to  be  paid  the  Mexican  worker  or 
offered  to  the  native  farm  laborer  is  set 
by  the  growers  themselves,  usually  act¬ 
ing  through  their  associations.  The 
Poage  bill  provides  nothing  to  alter  that 
system.  It  leaves  the  way  clear  for  con¬ 
tinued  payment  of  near-starvation  wages 
to  farm  workers  who  must  accept  what 
is  offered,  or  get  no  job  at  all,  since  if  the 
American  worker  does  not  take  what  the 
farmer  chooses  to  pay  it  can  then  be 
certified  that  domestic  labor  is  not  avail¬ 
able,  and  Mexican  nationals  can  be  con¬ 
tracted  for.  Without  a  formula  for  im¬ 
partial  determination  of  what  the  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  should  be,  the  Poage  bill  is 
only  a  device  for  holding  wages  down 
and  is  not  acceptable  to  me  or  the  great 
majority  of  right-thinking  people  who 
are  more  concerned  about  the  welfare  of 
the  American  wage  earner  than  they  are 
about  the  profits  which  the  large  corpo¬ 
ration  farmers  of  this  country  squeeze 
out. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  time  is  running 
short.  The  faults  which  I  have  cited  in 
the  Poage  bill  are  not  all,  by  any  means. 
The  amendment  now  under  considera¬ 
tion  would  help  remove  this  bill  from  the 
class  of  legislation  intended  for  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  a  limited  few.  The  Poage  bill,  as 
a  whole,  will  throw  the  doors  wide  open, 
and  in  voting  against  the  amendment 
presently  under  consideration  you  will  be 
definitely  establishing  it  as  sectional 
legislation  which  plays  into  the  hands 
of  those  border  States  which  are  close 
to  the  centers  along  the  Mexican  border. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  I  yield. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  How  can  the  gentle¬ 
man  say  that  the  Poage  bill  throws  the 
doors  wide  open?  The  gentleman  must 
know,  if  he  knows  anything  about  it  at 
all,  that  these  people  come  here  under 
contracts,  and  this  bill  in  no  way  affects 
the  Mexican  border. 
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Mr.  SHELLEY.  Because  the  labor 
coming  in  at  the  present  time  comes  in 
under  an  agreement  between  the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  Mexico  and  the  Government  of 
the  United  States,  which  expires  on 
June  30,  and  because  the  Government 
of  Mexico  has  said  it  will  refuse  to  con¬ 
tinue  that  contract  or  that  agreement 
between  the  two  countries  unless  this 
Congress  adopts  legislation  which  will 
protect  their  nationals  coming  in  here 
and  which  will  bring  an  end  to  exploita¬ 
tion  of  these  human  beings  of  Mexican 
nationality  who,  the  Record  shows,  are 
being  exploited  by  some  of  the  large 
farm  operators.  I  say  to  you  that  the 
Poage  bill  makes  no  contribution  to  that 
end. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  think  that  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment  was  right  in  insisting  upon  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  not  exploiting  the  labor¬ 
ers  of  Mexico? 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  I  most  assuredly  do. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Does  not  the  gentle¬ 
man  think  Mexico  was  right  in  insisting 
that  their  nationals  be  protected  in  this 
country?  That  is  what  we  are  trying  to 
do. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  That  is  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  Mexican  Government. 
However,  I  am  sorry,  although  that  may 
be  the  gentleman’s  version  of  what  he  is 
trying  to  do,  it  is  not  my  version  of  what 
the  Poage  bill  will  accomplish.  I  main¬ 
tain  that  the  Poage  bill  does  not  set  up 
standards  which  will  permit  that  to 
happen. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  California  has  expired. 

(Mr.  SHELLEY  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Washington  [Mr.  Jackson]  . 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  divi¬ 
sion  (demanded  by  Mr.  Jackson  of 
Washington)  there  were — ayes  47,  noes 
97. 

So  the  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Celler:  Add  a 
new  section: 

“Sec.  512.  Notwithstanding  any  other  pro¬ 
vision  of  law  to  the  contrary  and  without 
regard  to  section  3709  of  the  revised  statutes, 
the  Attorney  General  is  authorized  to  pur¬ 
chase,  construct,  lease,  equip,  operate,  and 
maintain  on  either  Government-leased  or 
Government-owned  land  such  detention  fa¬ 
cilities  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  apprehen¬ 
sion  and  removal  to  Mexico  of  Mexican  aliens 
illegally  in  the  United  States.  Appropria¬ 
tions  made  to  the  Immigration  and  Naturali¬ 
zation  Service  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
tures  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  act.” 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I -re¬ 
serve  a  point  of  order  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  offered  by  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  [Mr.  Celler]. 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  read  briefly  a  statement  submitted  to 
me  by  the  Bureau  of  Immigration  and 
Naturalization.  That  language  of  the 
amendment  is  not  mine.  It  is  language 
submitted  by  the  Bureau  of  Immigration 
and  Naturalization.  Accompanying  the 
suggested  amendment,  they  wrote  to  me 
as  follows: 


There  is  an  urgent  and  immediate  need 
by  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Serv¬ 
ice  for  a  detention  camp  at  Brownsville,  Tex., 
for  the  assembling  and  processing  for  re¬ 
moval  to  Mexico  of  Mexican  aliens  who  have 
entered  the  United  States  illegally.  Hun¬ 
dreds  of  these  illegal  entrants  are  being  ap¬ 
prehended  by  the  border  patrol  daily,  and 
the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
anticipates  that  beginning  in  July  illegal 
entries  in  the  Lower  Rio  Grande  Valley  area 
will  increase  by  tens  of  thousands.  As  the 
Service  does  not  have  an  adequate  deten¬ 
tion  facility,  it  can  neither  properly  carry  out 
its  duty  under  the  immigration  laws  nor  give 
effect  to  the  requirement  of  the  interna¬ 
tional  agreement  with  Mexico  that  Mexican 
nationals  who  are  in  the  United  States 
illegally  be  apprehended  and  removed  to 
Mexico. 

Additional  detention  facilities  are  also  re¬ 
quired  for  the  same  purposes  in  the  State 
of  California. 

In  a  word,  all  this  does  is  to  allow  the 
Immigration  Service  to  erect  detention 
camps  at  various  important  places  along 
the  border  so  as  to  facilitate  the  removal 
of  all  those  aliens  who  came  in  illegally 
and  t,hat  they  are  able  to  detect.  It  does 
no  more  than  that,  and  I  do  hope  that 
those  who  are  interested  in  this  bill  will 
not  object  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kansas. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Can  the  gentleman  give 
us  any  figures  as  to  the  cost  of  these 
detention  buildings? 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  have  no  exact  figures 
as  to  cost.  The  Immigration  and  Nat¬ 
uralization  Service  said  that  the  cost 
would  be  inconsequential,  that  the  camps 
that  would  be  built  could  be  cheaply  con¬ 
structed,  and  that  the  cost  would  be  out 
of  appropriations  usually  allotted  to  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service. 
It  may  be  that  there  would  be  no  addi¬ 
tional  cost  beyond  the  appropriations 
usually  granted  to  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service,  but  they  were 
quite  certain  in  their  statement  to  me 
that  the  cost  would  not  be  of  consider¬ 
able  consequence. 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  CELLER.  The  debate  on  this  bill 
has  at  times  been  rather  acrimonious. 
Apparently  the  proponents  seemed  to  re¬ 
sent  opposition.  Some  of  the  advocates 
of  the  bill  seemed  to  lack  adequate 
answers  to  some  of  the  views  in  opposi¬ 
tion,  and  they  adopted  the  policy,  “If 
you  cannot  find  adequate  answer,  stoop 
to  abusing  personally  the  opponent.”  I 
resent  some  of  the  abuse  addressed  to 
me.  However,  those  attacks  were  like 
one  spitting  in  the  wind.  Those  who 
thus  attacked  merely  bespattered  them¬ 
selves. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  renew 
my  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Will  the  gentleman 
please  state  the  grounds  of  his  point  of 
order? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  First,  that  it  broadens 
the  scope  of  the  legislation  under  con¬ 
sideration.  It  is  not  germane,  and  it 
actually  constitutes  an  appropriation. 
In  the  last  sentence  of  the  amendment 
we  find  this  language:  • 

Appropriations  made  to  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  shall  be  avaU- 
able  for  expenditures  to  carry  out  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  this  act. 


Now  that  certainly  would  be  broaden¬ 
ing  the  powers  of  former  appropriation 
bills  and  would  confer  upon  the  At¬ 
torney  General  the  right  to  actually 
acquire  property  and  to  build  buildings 
and  to  maintain  and  operate  such 
buildings  either  on  land  owned  by  the 
Government  or  on  land  leased  by  the 
Government.  „ 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mi-.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  CELLER.  I  would  be  perfectly 
willing  to  strike  out  any  reference  to 
appropriations.  Would  the  gentleman 
then  agree  to  the  amendment? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman'  if  I 
may  be  heard  another  minute,  I  think 
that  this  particular  amendment  would 
appropriately  come  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Judiciary.  I  do  not 
think  that  under  any  stretch  of  the 
imagination  it  could  be  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture.  It  is  foreign 
entirely  to  the  matters  which  come  with¬ 
in  the  jurisdiction  of  our  committee, 
and  I  think  it  is  a  matter  which  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  the  Ju¬ 
diciary  could  well  afford  to  consider  in 
his  own  committee.  Actually,  I  have 
no  real  objections  to  what  the  Attorney 
General  proposes  to  do  or  what  this 
amendment  proposes  to  do,  but  I  do 
object  to  accepting  an  amendment  or 
having  an  amendment  adopted  here 
which  actually  is  not  germane  to  the 
matter  under  consideration. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  desire  to  be  heard  fur¬ 
ther  on  the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  CELLER.  Mr.  Chairman,  this  bill 
affects  aliens  who  come  in  from  Mexico, 
and  the  purpose  of  the  amendment  is  to 
erect  stockades  or  detention  camps  that 
would  facilitate  the  operation  of  the 
Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
in  sending  back  aliens  who  are  in  the 
country  illegally.  I  believe  that  the 
amendment,  since  it  facilitates  the  ac¬ 
tivity  of  the  Immigration  and  Naturali¬ 
zation  Service  in  their  operations  con¬ 
cerning  these  aliens — and  this  bill  con¬ 
cerns  these  alien  foreign  laborers — is 
eminently  sound  and  proper  and  comes 
within  the  four  squares  of  the  aims  of 
the  purposes  of  the  bill  in  question. 

I  offered  the  amendment  at  the  sug¬ 
gestion  of  the  Immigration  and  Natura¬ 
lization  Service,  and  I  understood  that 
the  gentlemen  on  the  Committee  on  Agri¬ 
culture  were  going'to  accept  it.  I  would 
be  perfectly  willing  to  strike  out  all  ver¬ 
biage  and  language  that  has  to  do  with 
appropriations,  but  other  than  that  I 
think  the  amendment  is  in  order. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  following  language  be  de¬ 
leted  from  my  amendment: 

Appropriations  made  to  the  Immigration 
and  Naturalization  Service  shall  be  available 
for  expenditures  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
cf  this  act. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
New  York? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object:  As  I  said  a  mo¬ 
ment  ago,  I  personally  have  no  objec¬ 
tion  to  the  amendment.  However,  I  do 
not  think  it  is  appropriate  for  it  to  be 
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attached  to  the  bill  under  consideration, 
and  therefore  I  must  object. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  is  ready 
to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  New  York  offers 
an  amendment  to  the  bill  before  the 
committee  and  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina  makes  the  point  of  order 
against  the  amendment  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  not  germane  and  that  it  con- 

I  tains  an  appropriation. 

The  Chair  has  had  an  opportunity  to 
study  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
gentleman  from  New  York.  As  the  Chair 
understands  the  bill  before  the  commit¬ 
tee,  H.  R.  3283,  it  applies  to  certain  Mex¬ 
ican  aliens  as  a  class  and  as  described 
in  the  bill.  The  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  broadens 
the  group  to  include  Mexican  aliens  il¬ 
legally  in  the  United  States,  beyond  the 
class  described  in  the  bill.  The  amend¬ 
ment  also  proposes  to  appropriate  funds 
for  a  certain  purpose  described  in  the 
amendment. 

For  these  two  reasons,  the  Chair  is 
constrained  to  sustain  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  offer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Rogers  of 
Texas:  Add  a  new  section  to  be  numbered 
611  and  to  read  as  follows: 

“For  the  purpose  of  further  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
deems  necessary,  and  notwithstanding  any 
of  the  provisions  of  this  act  or  the  provisions 
of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  empow¬ 
ered  to  authorize  and  shall  authorize  the 
employment  in  agricultui^  of  employees 
under  the  age  of  16  years,  while  such  em¬ 
ployees  are  not  legally  required  to  attend 
school.’’ 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  make 
a  point  of  order  against  the  amendment, 
but  will  reserve  it  so  the  gentleman  may 
present  his  amendment. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  want  to  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
Poage  bill,  as  it  is  legislation  that  will 
be  of  great  help  to  the  farmers  of  this 
Nation.  The  amendment  that  I  offer  at 
this  time  is  offered  as  a  further  aid  to 
the  farmers  and  an  aid  to  migrant  work¬ 
ers  of  this  country,  and  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  correcting  an  injustice  that  is 
now  present  in  existing  laws.  This  in¬ 
justice  that  I  refer  to  was  brought  about 
by  a  Senate  amendment  to  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  in  1949.  The  word¬ 
ing  of  the  amendment  operated  to  pre¬ 
vent  and  prohibit  the  employment  of  the 
children  of  thfee  migrant  workers.  The 
result  is  that  the  migrant  workers  who 
are  following  the  harvest  in  order  to  earn 
a  living  cannot  use  their  children  to 
'  assist  them.  In  many  cases  these  work¬ 
ers  have  large  families,  that  is  9,  10,  or 
12  children.  All  of  these  children  who 
are  under  16  years  of  age  cannot  work 
in  the  harvest  if  school  is  in  session  in 
the  district  in  which  they  desire  to  work. 
This  creates  a  situation  where  the  chil¬ 
dren  of  these  migrant  workers  must  be 
left  to  roam  the  streets  or  find  some¬ 
thing  to  do  while  their  parents  are  work¬ 
ing  in  the  field.  The  law  does  not  re¬ 
quire  them  to  attend  school  in  those 
districts  but  prohibits  them  from  work¬ 


ing  in  those  districts  while  school  is  in 
session.  My  amendment  merely  pro¬ 
vides  in  effect  that  these  children  may 
work  so  long  as  they  are  not  legally  re¬ 
quired  to  attend  school.  It  does  not  in 
any  manner  permit  anyone  to  engage  in 
unfair  child-labor  practices  nor  condone 
sweatshop  tactics.  I  would  not  under 
any  circumstances  acquiesce  in  unfair 
child-labor  practices  nor  in  existence  of 
sweatshops.  This  amendment  does  not 
allow  a  child  to  do  any  work  that  he  is 
not  allowed  to  do  under  the  present  law. 
It  merely  clarifies  ambiguous  and  mis¬ 
leading  language  now  existing  in  the  law 
that  has  created  a  serious  problem  and 
will  continue  to  so  do.  The  migrant 
worker  with  a  large  family  who  is  not 
allowed  to  use  his  family  while  work  is 
available  is  forced  to  appeal  to  the  re¬ 
lief  boards  in  order  to  provide  a  living 
for  his  family  while  he  is  working  and 
following  the  harvest.  This  has  resulted 
in  a  serious  social  problem,  and  unless 
this  law  is  corrected  it  will  operate  to 
contribute  to  child  delinquency  and  in 
many  cases  to  crime.  The  reason  that 
many  of  you  are  not  familiar  with  the 
problems  of  which  I  speak  is  because 
the  enforcement  of  this  law  began  only 
last  year,  and  the  full  force  of  its  bad 
effects  will  not  be  felt  until  the  harvest 
season  of  this  year. 

Mr.  MAHON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MAHON.  I  want  to  thank  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  and  commend 
him  for  offering  his  amendment.  It 
has  been  my  pleasure  to  collaborate  with 
him  in  drafting  the  amendment  and  in 
seeking  support  for  it.  I  wish  to  urge 
that  no  point  of  order  be  made  against  it. 

Is  it  not  true  that  the  amendment 
offered  by  the  gentleman  should  be  in¬ 
corporated  in  this  bill  and,  if  it  is  held 
to  be  subject  to  a  point  of  order,  should 
it  not  be  incorporated  in  a  separate  bill? 
With  the  farm-labor  situation  as  it  is, 
we  need  not  only  the  Poage  bill  as  writ¬ 
ten  but  a  provision  in  some  form  which 
would  meet  the  situation  described  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  [Mr.  Rogers!. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  That  is  ex¬ 
actly  right.  The  reason  this  amend¬ 
ment  is  offered  now  is  that  we  are  fast 
approaching  the  harvest  season.  Peo¬ 
ple  in  the  farming  districts  all  over  this 
country  are  going  to  feel  the  pressure  of 
this  matter  this  year  more  than  they 
have  ever  felt  it  before.  I  urge  the 
adoption  of  this  amendment.  Let  us 
put  it  in  this  bill,  so  that  the  farmer  can 
be  helped  in  harvesting  crops  and  in 
producing  the  agricultural  products  we 
so  badly  need. 

Mr.  FISHER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Texas. 

Mr.  FISHER.  The  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  the  gentleman  is  absolutely 
sound,  whether  it  meets  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  situation  or  not.  The  gentle¬ 
man  has  a  bill  pending,  and  so  do  I  and 
the  gentleman  who  just  spoke,  Mr. 
Mahon,  before  the  Committee  on  Edu¬ 
cation  and  Labor  now  on  the  same  sub¬ 
ject.  As  it  now  stands,  a  terrible  injus¬ 
tice  is  being  heaped  upon  the  migrant 


laborers  themselves,  because  they  are 
not  permitted  to  pursue  their  normal 
livelihood  and  accumulate  money  to  buy 
food  and  clothing  and  so  forth  during 
the  school  year  which  follows  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  harvest. 

The  gentleman  is  to  be  commended 
on  bringing  this  up  and  for  presenting 
the  reasons  for  it.  I  am  hopeful  that  we 
will  have  a  hearing,  if  the  amendment 
is  not  placed  in  the  bill,  and  that  legis¬ 
lation  correcting  this  injustice  can  be 
brought  in  soon. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

There  is  one  particular  situation  I 
have  in  mind,  and  I  can  bring  you  iso¬ 
lated  cases  by  the  dozen.  A  boy  finished 
high  school  when  he  was  15  years  old. 
Because  he  was  under  16  he  could  not 
work  in  agriculture  under  the  present 
law. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mi’.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Does  not  the  bill  be¬ 
fore  us  only  contemplate  the  bringing 
in  of  male  adult  workers? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  That  is 
exactly  true,  but  the  people  I  am  try¬ 
ing  to  help  are  not  the  children  of  the 
aliens  but  the  children  of  the  people 
that  live  in  this  country  and  have  to 
make  a  living  by  following  the  harvest. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  So  in  addition  to 
bringing  in  these  Mexicans  under  a  wide 
open  thing  we  want  to  take  the  Amer¬ 
ican  migrant  workers  and  destroy  all 
our  child  labor  standards  as  applied  to 
them. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  You  are  not 
destroying  any  child  labor  standards. 
If  the  gentleman  knew  anything  about 
the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  he  would 
know  that  statement  was  not  true. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  As  I  understand 
the  amendment,  it  does  not  interfere 
with  any  of  the  children  attending  school 
during  the  school  term? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  That  is  ex¬ 
actly  right. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  gentle¬ 
man  may  proceed  for  two  additional 
minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Cooley] 
renew  his  point  of  order  at  this  time? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
withhold  my  point  of  order  further. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Here  is  what 
happened:  Under  the  previous  provi¬ 
sions  of  section,  I  believe,  13  (c),  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act,  there  was  a 
provision  that  children  could  work  in 
agriculture.  It  was  not  in  those  exact 
words,  but  it  was  to  the  effect  that  they 
could  work  in  agriculture  so  long  as  they 
were  not  legally  required  to  attend 
school.  That  was  amended  in  1949  by  a 
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Senate  amendment,  and  the  language 
was  changed  at  the  insistence  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor.  It  read  this  way,  that 
those  children  could  not  work  in  agri¬ 
culture  so  long  as  school  was  in  session 
in  the  district  in  which  the  employee  was 
living  at  the  time  of  the  employment. 

So  the  result  is  that  you  are  not  creat¬ 
ing  a  new  pool  of  child  labor.  The  chil¬ 
dren  are  allowed  to  labor  right  now 
under  those  exemptions,  but  you  are 
prohibiting  a  child  who  is  legally  out  of 
school  in  one  district  to  work  and  help 
in  another  district  where  school  is  in 
session. 

Mi'.  CRAWFORD.  The  gentleman 
represents  one  of  the  great  districts  of 
Texas,  does  he  not? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  That  is  right. 

.Mr.  CRAWFORD.  A  district  where 
the  children  of  families  in  that  district 
attend  universities  and  are  college  grad¬ 
uates  and  live  on  the  ranches  and  on 
the  wheat  farms  and  grow  cattle,  and  all 
of  them,  I  would  venture  to  say,  in  all  of 
the  families  which  the  gentleman  rep¬ 
resents,  who  live  on  the  farms,  the  chil¬ 
dren  start  work  at  anywhere  from  5  to  7 
years  of  age  and  work  right  on  through? 
Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Yes,  sir.  I 
did  when  I  was  that  age.  The  situation 
under  the  present  law  is  that  a  man  who 
owns  a  farm  and  has  four  or  five  chil¬ 
dren  can  keep  his  own  children  out  of 
school  to  harvest  his  own  crop,  but  a 
man  who  is  not  fortunate  enough  to 
own  land  himself - 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  But  who  works  in 
agriculture. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  That  is 
right — he  cannot  keep  his  own  children 
out  to  work  another  man’s  harvest. 

Mr.  CRAWFORD.  It  is  a  case  of  de¬ 
stroying  the  child  and  destroying  his 
future  to  live  within  the  concepts  of 
some  crazy  law  that  Congress  has  passed. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  That  is 
right.  In  many  instances  it  seems  to 
be  the  order  of  the  day  to  use  every 
available  means  to  teach  a  child  how  not 
to  work  and  to  pass  laws  making  it  a 
penal  offense  for  anyone  to  show  a  child 
how  to  work.  This  is  not  the  kind  of 
principle  upon  which  this  country  was 
founded  and  it  is  not  the  kind  of  practice 
upon  which  this  country  will  endure. 

I  want  to  express  my  deep  apprecia¬ 
tion  to  my  distinguished  colleagues  from 
Texas,  Mr.  George  Mahon,  Mr.  Clark 
Fisher,  and  Mr.  Omar  Burleson,  for 
their  untiring  efforts  in  seeking  relief 
from  the  injustices  of  the  present  law, 
and  I  am  sure  that  they  join  with  me  in 
the  observation  that  our  efforts  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  remedy  this  situation  should  the 
point  of  order  be  sustained  and  this 
amendment  not  be  made  a  part  of  this 
act.  The  outstanding  work  of  these 
gentlemen  toward  a  solution  of  this 
problem  is  well  recognized  by  all  the 
Members  of  this  House. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  re¬ 
new  the  point  of  order. 

The  amendment  is  obviously  not  in 
order,  since  the  author  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  clearly  indicates  it  is  an  effort  to 


amend  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act, 
which  is  not  before  the  House  at  this 
time  at  all. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  desire  to  be  heard  on 
the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
I  would  like  to  be  heard  on  the  point 
of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Does  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Texas  desire  to  be  heard  on 
the  point  of  order? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Texas.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  ho  not  care  to  be  heard  further 
on  the  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  Chair  will  be 
glad  to  hear  the  gentleman  from  Min¬ 
nesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  suggest  that  there  is  an  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act 
already  in  the  bill,  and  it  would  seem 
to  me  another  amendment  to  the  same 
effect  would  not  constitute  a  serious 
obstacle 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Mills).  The 
Chair  is  ready  to  rule. 

The  gentleman  from  Texas  offers  an 
amendment  to  which  the  gentleman 
from  North  Carolina  makes  a  point  of 
order  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  ger¬ 
mane  to  the  bill  before  the  committee. 

The  bill  H.  R.  3283  refers  to  a  certain 
class  of  Mexican  nationals,  as  described 
in  the  bill.  The  amendment  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Texas  does  not  re¬ 
late  to  this  group  described  in  the  bill, 
but  to  an  entirely  different  group  of 
individuals — American  citizens  and  res¬ 
idents  of  the  United  States.  The  amend¬ 
ment  therefore  is  beyond  the  purview  of 
the  bill  H.  IJ.  3283,  and  the  Chair  sus¬ 
tains  thq  point  of  order. 

The  CHAIRMAN  (Mr.  Gore)  .  If  there 
are  no  further  amendments  under  the 
rule,  the  Committee  rises. 

Accordingly  the  Committee  rose,  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Gore,  Chairman  of  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  that  Committee, 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(H.  R.  3283)  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  pursuant  to  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  257,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

The  question  is  on  the  engrossment 
and  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  a 
motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  GROSS.  Unqualifiedly. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman 
qualifies. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Gross  moves  to  recommit  the  hill  H.  R. 
8283  to  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question  on  the  motion  to 
recommit. 


The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Ml’.  Speaker,  I  ask 
for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
that  I  ask  for  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  240;  nays  139;  answered 
“present”  1;  not  voting  52;  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  90] 

YEAS— 240 


Aandahl 

Ford 

Morton 

Abbitt 

Forrester 

Moulder 

Abernethy 

Frazier 

Mumma 

Albert 

Fugate 

Murdock 

Allen,  Calif. 

Fulton 

Murray.Tenn. 

Andersen, 

Gamble 

Nelson 

H.  Carl 

Gary 

Nicholson 

Anderson,  Calif. Gathings 

Norblad 

Andresen, 

Gavin 

O’Hara 

August  H. 

George 

»  Ostertag 

Andrews 

Gore 

Passman 

Arends 

Gossett 

Patman  f 

Armstrong 

Graham 

Patten 

Ayres 

Granger 

Phillips 

Barden 

Grant - 

Pickett 

Bates,  Mass. 

Gregory 

Poage 

Battle 

Gwinn 

Potter 

Beamer 

Hagen 

Poulson 

Beckworth 

Hale 

Priest 

Belcher 

Halleck 

Radwan 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Hand 

Rains 

Bentsen 

Harden 

Reed,  m. 

Berry 

Hardy 

Reed,  N.  7. 

Betts 

Harris 

Rees,  Kans. 

Blackney 

Harrison,  Va. 

Regan 

Boggs,  Del. 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Richards 

Bolton 

Harvey 

Riehlman 

Bonner 

Hays,  Ark. 

Riley 

Bosone 

Hebert 

Rivers 

Boykin 

Herlong 

Roberts 

Bramblett 

Hill 

Robeson 

Brooks 

Hillings 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Brown,  Ga. 

Hinshaw 

Rogers,  Mass. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Hoeven 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Brownson 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Sadlak 

Bryson 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

St.  George  . 

Budge 

Hplmes 

Schwabe 

Buffett 

Hope 

Scrivner 

Burdick 

Horan 

Scudder 

Burleson 

Hunter 

Seely-Brown 

Burton 

Jackson,  Calif. 

Shafer 

Bush 

Jackson,  Wash.  Sheppard 

Butler 

James 

Short 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Jenison 

Sikes 

Camp 

Jensen 

Simpson,  HI. 

Chelf 

Johnson 

Smith,  Miss. 

Chenoweth 

Jones,  Mo. 

Smith,  Wis. 

Chiperfield 

Jones, 

Springer 

Church 

Hamilton  C. 

Stanley 

Cole,  Kans. 

Jones, 

Steed 

Cole,  N.  Y. 

Woodrow  W. 

Stefan 

Colmer 

Judd 

Stigler 

Combs 

Keogh 

Stockman 

Cooley 

Kerr 

Taber 

Cooper 

Kilburn 

Tackett 

Cotton 

Lanham 

Talle 

Cox 

Lantaff 

Teague 

Crawford 

Lovre 

Thompson, 

Crumpacker 

Lucas 

Mich. 

Cunningham 

Lyle 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Curtis,  Mo. 

McConnell 

Thorn  berry 

Curtis,  Nebr, 

McCulloch 

Towe 

Dague 

McDonough 

Vail 

Davis,  Ga. 

McGregor 

Van  Pelt 

Davis,  Tenn. 

McKinnon 

Van  Zandt 

Davis,  Wis. 

McMullen 

Vaughn 

Deane 

McVey 

Vinson 

DeGraffenried 

Mack,  Wash. 

Vursell 

Dempsey 

Magee 

Walter 

Denny 

Mahon 

Watts 

Devereux 

Mansfield 

Wharton 

D ’Ewart 

Martin,  Iowa 

Wheeler 

Dolliver 

Martin,  Mass. 

Whitaker 

Dondero 

Meader 

Wickersham 

porn 

Miller,  Md. 

Williams,  Mlsa, 

Doughton 

Miller,  Nebr. 

Willis 

Eaton 

Miller,  N.  Y. 

Wilson,  Tex. 

Ellsworth 

Mills 

Winstead 

Engle 

Mitchell 

Wolcott 

Fellows 

Morano 

Wood,  Ga. 

Fernandez 

Morris 

Wood,  Idaho 

Fisher 

Morrison 
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NAYS— 139 


Addonizio 

Goodwin 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Angell 

Granahan 

O’Neill 

Aspinall 

Green 

O’Toole 

Bailey 

Greenwood 

Patterson 

Baker 

Gross 

Perkins 

Bakewell 

Hart 

Phil  bin 

Baring 

Havenner 

Polk 

Barrett 

Hays,  Ohio 

Price 

Bates,  Ky. 

Hedrick 

Prouty 

Beall 

Heffernan 

Quinn 

Bender 

Heller 

Rabaut 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Herter 

Ramsay 

Bishop 

Heselton 

Rankin 

Blatnik 

Hess 

Reece,  Tenn. 

Bolling 

Holifield 

Rhodes 

Bow 

Howell 

Ribicoff 

Bray 

Hull 

Rodino 

Brehm 

Jarman 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Burnside 

Javits 

Rooney 

Byrne,  N.  Y. 

Jenkins 

Roosevelt 

Canfield 

Jonas 

Sabath 

Cannon 

Karsten,  Mo. 

Sasscer 

Case 

Kean 

Saylor 

Celler 

Kearney 

Scott, 

Chudoff 

Kearns 

Hugh  D.,  Jr. 

Clemente 

Keating 

Secrest 

Clevenger 

Kelly.  N.  Y. 

Sheehan 

Corbett 

Kennedy 

Shelley 

Coudert 

King 

Sieminski 

Crosser 

Kirwan 

Sittler 

Delaney 

Klein 

Spence 

Denton 

Kluczynski 

Staggers 

Dollinger 

Lane 

Taylor 

Donohue 

Latham 

Tollefson 

DonovafI 

Lesinski 

Weichel 

Doyle 

Lind 

Welch 

Eberharter 

McCarthy 

Widnall 

Elston 

McGrath 

Wier 

Fallon 

McGuire 

Wigglesworth 

Feighan 

Machrowicz 

Williams,  N.  Y. 

Fenton 

Mack,  Ill. 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Fine 

Madden 

Withrow 

Fogarty 

Marshall 

Wolverton 

Forand 

Mason 

Yates 

Furcolo 

Miller,  Calif. 

Yorty 

Garmatz 

Golden 

Morgan 

Multer 

Zablocki 

ANSWERED  “PRESENT”— 1 


McCormack 


NOT  VOTING— 52 


Adair 

Gillette 

O’Brien,  Mich. 

Allen,  Ill. 

Gordon 

O’Konski 

Ajlen,  La. 

Hall, 

Powell 

Anfuso 

Edwin  Arthur  Preston 

Auchincloss 

Hall, 

Reams 

Boggs,  La. 

Leonard  W. 

Redden 

Breen 

Irving 

Scott,  Hardie 

Buckley 

Jones,  Ala. 

Simpson,  Pa. 

Busbey 

Kelley,  Pa. 

Smith,  Kans. 

Carlyle 

Kersten,  Wis. 

Smith,  Va. 

Carnahan 

Kilday 

Sutton 

Chatham 

Larcade 

Thomas 

Dawson 

LeCompte 

Trimble 

Dingell 

McMillan 

Velde 

Durham 

Merrow 

Vorys 

Elliott 

Murphy 

Werdel 

Evins 

Murray,  Wis. 

Whitten 

Flood 

Norrell 

Woodruff 

So  the  bill 
The  Clerk 

was  passed, 
announced 

the  following 

pairs: 


On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Whitten  for,  with  Mr.  Kelley  of 
Pennsylvania  against. 

Mr.  Bc%gs  of  Louisiana  for,  with  Mr.  Buck- 
ley  against. 

Mr.  Jones  of  Alabama  for,  with  Mr.  Flood 
against. 

Mr.  Carlyle  for,  with  Mr.  Dingell  against. 

Mr.  Auchincloss  for,  with  Mr.  Anfuso 
against. 

Mr.  Adair  for,  with  Mr.  Irving  against. 

Mr.  Preston  for,  with  Mr.  O’Konski  against. 

Mr.  ■  Norrell  for,  with  Mr.  McCormack 
against. 

Mr.  Werdel  for,  with  Mr.  Powell  against. 

Mr.  Evins  for,  with  Mr.  Woodruff  against. 

Mr.  Trimble  for,  with  Mr.  Velde  against. 

Mr.  Durham  for,  with  Mr.  Murphy  against. 

Mr.  Redden  for,  with  Mr.  Gordon  against. 

Mr.  Smith  of  Virginia  for,  with  Mr.  Daw¬ 
son  against. 

Mr.  Larcade  for,  with  Mr.  Breen  against. 

Mr.  Chatham  for,  with  Mr.  O’Brien  of 
Michigan  against. 


Mr.  McMillan  for,  with  Mr.  Carnahan 
against. 

Until  further  notice: 

Mr.  Allen  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Merrow. 

Mr.  Sutton  with  Mr.  Murray  of  Wisconsin. 

Mr.  Kilday  with  Mr.  Simpson  of  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Mr.  Elliott  with  Mr.  Leonard  W.  Hall. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
this  bill  I  voted  “nay.”  I  have  a  live 
pair  with  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas, 
Mr.  Norrell.  If  he  were  here,  he  would 
vote  “yea.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and 
vote  “present.” 

Mrs.  ROGERS  of  Massachusetts 
changed  her  vote  from  “nay”  to  “yea.” 

Mr.  BENDER  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  asjc 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  desk  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  and  ask 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  bill,  as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc.,  That  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows: 

“Title  V — Agricultural  Workers 

“Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodi¬ 
ties  and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mex¬ 
ico  (pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico), 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including 
any  such  workers  temporarily  in  the  United 
States  under  legal  entry ) ; 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception 
centers  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry 
of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  hous¬ 
ing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  de¬ 
parture  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such 
workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside 
the  continental  United  States  to  such  recep¬ 
tion  centers  and  transportation  from  such 
reception  centers  to  such  recruitment  cen¬ 
ters  after  termination  of  employment; 

“(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such 
subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and 
burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  be¬ 
come  necessary  during  transportation  au¬ 
thorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reception  centers; 

“(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers 
in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  (such  workers  being  free  to  accept 
or  decline  agricultural  employment  with  any 
eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type  of 
agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agri¬ 
cultural  employment  to  any  workers  of  their 
choice  not  under  contract  to  other  em¬ 
ployers)  ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  em¬ 
ployers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts  re¬ 
lating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  fur¬ 
nishing  of  transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  to  any  employer  unless 


such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement 
with  the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of 
such  employer’s  contracts; 

“(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  transpor¬ 
tation  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this 
title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $20  per 
worker;  and 

"(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any 
case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to 
the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the 
contract  entered  into  under  section  501  (5) 
and  is  apprehended  within  the  United 
States,  an  amount  determined  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  nor¬ 
mal  cost  to  the  employer  of  returning  other 
workers  from  the  place  of  employment  to 
such  reception  center,  less  any  portion  there¬ 
of  required  to  be  paid  by  other  employers. 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this 
title  shall  be  available  for  employment  in 
any  area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  for 
such  area  has  determined  and  certified  that 
(1)  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at 
the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform  the 
work  for  which  such  workers  are  to  be  em¬ 
ployed,  and  (2)  the  employment  of  such 
workers*  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages 
and  working  conditions  of  domestic  agricul¬ 
tural  workers  similarly  employed,  and  (3) 
reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  attract 
domestic  workers  for  such  employment  at 
wages  and  standard  hours  of  work  compara¬ 
ble  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this 
title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  United 
States  shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States 
subject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  al¬ 
ready  in,  by  virtue  of  legal  entry  and  other¬ 
wise  eligible  for  admission  to,  the  United 
States  may,  pursuant  to  arrangements  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of 
Mexico,  be  permitted  to  remain  therein)  for 
such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  may 
be  specified  by  the  Attorney  General  but, 
notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law 
or  regulation,  no  penalty  bond  shall  be  re¬ 
quired  which  imposes  liability  upon  any  per¬ 
son  for  the  failure  of  any  such  worker  to  de¬ 
part  from  the  United  States  upon  termina¬ 
tion  of  employment:  Provided,  That  no 
workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this 
title  to,  nor  shall  any  workers  made  available 
under  this  title  be  permitted  to  remain  in 
the  employ  of,  any  employer  who  has  in  his 
employ  any  Mexican  alien  when  such  em¬ 
ployer  knows  or  has  reasonable  grounds  to 
believe  or  suspect  or  by  reasonable  inquiry 
could  have  ascertained  that  such  Mexican 
alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United 
States. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  into 
in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  into 
in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Im¬ 
migration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132). 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursuant 
to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  serv- 


7382  CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD— HOUSE  June  27 


ices  erf  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate  or 
transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reim¬ 
burse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in  connec¬ 
tion  therewith; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and 
uncompensated  services;  and 

“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the 
domestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  co¬ 
operate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  nego¬ 
tiating  and  carrying  out  agreements  on  ar¬ 
rangements  relating  to  the  employment  in 
the  United  States,  subject  to  the  immigration 
laws,  of  agricultural  workers  from  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico. 

“Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“(1)  The  term  'agricultural  employment’ 
includes  services  or  activities  included  with¬ 
in  the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  as  amended. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘employer’  shall  include  an 
association,  or  other  group,  of  employers,  but 
only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for  whom 
workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in 
the  event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the  obli¬ 
gations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  502,  or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines 
that  such  individual  liability  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  to  assure  performance  of  such  obliga¬ 
tions. 

“Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be 
construed  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the 
Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general 
immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation 
of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural 
employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to 
permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the 
United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  under  such  conditions  and  for 
such  time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall 
specify. 

“Sec.  509.  Any  person  who  shall  employ 
any  Mexican  alien  not  duly  admitted  by  an 
immigration  officer  or  not  lawfully  entitled 
to  enter  or  to  reside  within  the  United 
States  under  the  terms  of  this  act  or  any 
other  law  relating  to  the  immigration  or  ex¬ 
pulsion  of  aliens,  when  such  person  knows 
or  has  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  sus¬ 
pect  or  by  reasonable  inquiry  could  have 
ascertained  that  such  alien  is  not  lawfully 
within  the  United  States,  or  any  person  who, 
having-  employed  such  an  alien  without 
knowing  or  having  reasonable  grounds  to 
believe  or  suspect  that  such  alien  is  unlaw¬ 
fully  within  the  United  States  and  who  could 
not  have  obtained  such  information  by  rea¬ 
sonable  inquiry  at  the  time  of  giving  such 
employment,  shall  obtain  information  during 
the  course  of  such  employment  indicating 
that  such  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the 
United  States  and  shall  fail  to  report  such 
information  promptly  to  an  immigration  of¬ 
ficer,  shall  be  guilty  of  a  felony,  and  upon 
conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  a 
fine  not  exceeding  $2,000,  or  by  imprison¬ 
ment  for  a  term  not  exceeding  1  year,  or 
both,  for  each  alien  in  respect  to  whom  any 
violation  of  this  section  occurs. 

“Sec.  510.  No  workers  will  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  for  employment  after 
December  31,  1952.” 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer  an 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Cooley  moves  to  strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  of  S.  984,  and  insert  the 
provisions  of  H.  R.  3283,  as  passed;  “That  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read 
as  follows: 

“  ‘Title  V — Agricultural  Workers 

“  ‘Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural 
workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pur¬ 


suant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico) ,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  is  authorized — • 

“'(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including 
any  such  workers  temporarily  in  the  United 
States) ; 

“‘(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception 
centers  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry 
of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  hous¬ 
ing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  de¬ 
parture  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

“‘(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such 
workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside  the 
continental  United  States  to  such  reception 
centers  and  transportation  from  such  recep¬ 
tion  centers  to  such  recruitment  centers 
after  termination  of  employment; 

“‘(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such 
subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and 
burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  be¬ 
come  necessary  during  transportation  au¬ 
thorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reepetion  centers; 

‘“(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employ¬ 
ers  in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricultural 
employment  (such  workers  being  free  to  ac¬ 
cept  or  decline  agricultural  employment  with 
any  eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type 
of  agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  to  any  workers  of  their 
choice  not  under  contract  to  other  em¬ 
ployers)  ; 

“  ‘(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  em¬ 
ployers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  payment- of  wages  or  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  transportation. 

“  ‘Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  to  any  employer  unless 
such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States — 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  to  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of 
such  employer’s  contracts; 

“‘(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this 
title  in  such  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $10  per 
worker;  and 

“  ‘(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any 
case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to 
the  reception  cented  in  accordance  with  the 
contract  entered  into  under  section  501  (5), 
an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal  cost 
to  the  employer  of  returning  other  workers 
from  the  place  of  employment  to  such  re¬ 
ception  center,  less  any  portion  thereof  re¬ 
quired  to  be  paid  by  other  employers. 

“  ‘Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under 
this  title  shall  be  available  for  employment 
in  any  area  unless  the  Regional  Director, 
Bureau  of  Employment  Security,  United 
States  Department  of  Labor  for  such  area 
has  determined  and  certified  that  (1)  suffi¬ 
cient  domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing, 
and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time 
and  place  needed  to  perform  the  work  for 
which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  and 
(2)  the  employment  of  such  workers  will  not 
adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working  con¬ 
ditions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers 
similarly  employed. 

“  ‘Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this 
title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  United 
States  shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States 
subject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  al¬ 
ready  in,  and  otherwise  eligible  for  admis¬ 
sion  to,  the  United  States  may,  pursuant 
to  arrangements  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  be  permitted 
to  remain  therein)  for  such  time  and  under 
such  conditions  as  may  be  specified  by  the 
Attorney  General  but,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  or  regulation,  no 
penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which  im¬ 


poses  liability  upon  any  person  for  the  fail¬ 
ure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart  from  the 
United  States  upon  termination  of 
employment. 

“  ‘Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  as  follows: 

“  ‘  “(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

“‘(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Inter¬ 
nal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  sub- 
paragraph  as  follows; 

“  ‘  “(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

“‘(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to 
the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the 
Immigration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132). 

“  ‘Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursu¬ 
ant  to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and 
services  of  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate 
or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or 
reimburse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith; 

“‘(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and 
uncompensated  services;  and 

“‘(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the 
domestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  cooper¬ 
ate  -with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiat¬ 
ing  and  carrying  out  agreements  or  arrange¬ 
ments  relating  to  the  employment  in  the 
United  States,  subject  to  the  immigration 
laws,  of  agricultural  workers  from  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico. 

“  ‘Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title— » 

“  ‘  ( 1 )  The  term  “agricultural  employment” 
includes  services  or  activities  included  with¬ 
in  the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended, 
or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  as  amended,  horticultural  employ¬ 
ment,  cotton  ginning,  compressing  and  stor¬ 
ing,  crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and  the  packing, 
canning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other  processing 
of  perishable  or  seasonable  agricultural 
products.  < 

“‘(2)  The  term  "employer”  includes  asso¬ 
ciations  or  other  groups  of  employers. 

“  ‘Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be 
construed  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the 
Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general 
immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  as  defined  in  section  508, 
or  to  permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the 
United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  under  such  conditions  and  for 
such  time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall 
specify; 

“  ‘Sec.  509.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  for  employment  after 
December  31,  1953.’  ” 

The  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  read  a  third 
time,  was  read  the  third  time,  and 
passed,  and  a  motion  to  reconsider  was 
laid  on  the  table. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  proceed¬ 
ings  by  which  the  bill  H.  R.  3283  was 
passed  were  vacated,  and  that  bill  was 
laid  on  the  table. 

GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
who  desire  to  do  so  may  revise  and 
extend  their  remarks  on  the  bill  (H.  R. 
3283)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
1949. 


1951 
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The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
North  Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

DEFENSE  PRODUCTION  ACT  AMEND- 

\  MENTS  OF  1951 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  Of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  281,  providing  for 
the  consideration  of  H.  R.  3871,  a  bill  to 
amend  the  Defense  Production  Act  of 
1950,  and  fof .other  purposes,  and  ask  for 
Its  immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as  fol¬ 
lows:  \ 

Resolved,  That  Immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  resolution  it  shall  be  in 
order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself 
Into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on 
the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.  R.  3871)  to  amend  the 
Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  and  for  ‘ 
other  purposes.  That  after  general  debate, 
which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill  and  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  5  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Banking  and  Currency,  the  bill  shall  be 
considered  as  having  been  read  for  amend¬ 
ment  under  the  5-minute  rule.  At  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  consideration  of  the  bill  for 
amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise  and 
report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion, 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  because 
of  a  clerical  error  on  the  resolution,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  the  four  words 
“considered  as  having  been”,  on  page  1, 
line  10,  be  stricken  out. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  -there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
30  minutes  of  my  time  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  and  yield  myself 
such  time  as  I  may  use. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  from 
Indiana  is  recognized. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mf.  Speaker,  this  leg¬ 
islation  amends  the  Defense  Production 
Act  of  1950,  and  if  enacted  into  law, 
without  damaging  amendments,  will 
greatly  stabilize  our  war  effort  and  re¬ 
duce  the  cost  of  living. 

This  is  an  open  rule  and  calls  for  5 
hours’  general  debate,  after  which 
amendments  can  be  offered  under  the 
5-minute  rule. 

When  Soviet  Russia,  acting  through 
Communist  China,  attacked  South  Ko¬ 
rea  last  June,  it  served  notice  on  the 
free  world  that  its  first  step  toward 
Communist  global  domination  had  taken 
place.  Had  the  United  States,  along 
with  the  other  democracies  in  the  United 
Nations,  not  taken  military  action  in 
Korea,  other  free  nations  in  Asia  and 
Western  Europe  would  now  be  receiving 
the  whiplash  of  communistic  aggression. 
Had  we  not  acted  in  Korea,  America 
would  soon  be  the  only  free  nation  in 
a  sea  of  world  communism. 

We  must  also  not  forget  that  most  of 
the  democratic  nations  belonging  to  the 
United  Nations  have  not  as  yet  recov¬ 
ered  from  the  devastating  bombings  and 
repercussions  of  World  War  II.  Con- 


|  sequently,  upon  the  United  States  fell 
!  the  duty  to  spearhead  the  drive  against 
I  communistic  aggression. 

After  June  25,  1950,  our  country  was 
compelled  to  change  from  a  peace  to  a 
wartime  economy.  Already  billions  have 
been  expended  and  billions  more  will 
be  spent  not  only  to  reestablish  our  own 
miiltary  power  and  defenses,  but  to  aid 
our  allies  to  rebuild  their  military 
strength  to  resist  possible  Communist 
aggression. 

Unfortunately,  a  percentage  of  the 
American  public  and  too  many  Members 
of  Congress  have  failed  to  realize  that 
our  domestic  economy  is  now  in  the  pre¬ 
liminary  stages  of  a  devastating  infla¬ 
tion  unless  something  is  done  at  once  to 
stop  it.  Too  many  of  our  public  officials 
and  some  of  our  large  newspapers  and 
prominent  radio  commentators  are  play¬ 
ing  politics  not  only  with  our  war  and 
defense  effort,  but  with  inflation.  We 
all  realize  that  it  has  been  highly  popu¬ 
lar  to  criticize  the  war  and  defense  ef¬ 
fort  and  to  ridicule  the  necessity  for  eco¬ 
nomic  controls  while  a  percentage  of 
corporations  and  individuals  are  wal¬ 
lowing  in  war  profits  and  the  cost  of  liv¬ 
ing  is  soaring  day  by  day.  The  Ameri¬ 
can  people  are  gradually  realizing  that 
the  time  has  arrived  when  desperate  ef¬ 
forts  must  be  made  to  groove  odr  pro¬ 
duction  and  regulate  the  cost  of  living 
on  a  wartime  basis.  This  is  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  the  Congress  and  if  inflation 
gets  beyond  control,  the  American  pub¬ 
lic  will  lay  the  responsibility  where  it 
rightly  belongs. 

President  Truman;  Charles  E.  Wilson, 
Director  of  Defense  Mobilization;  Eric 
Johnston;  General  Eisenhower ;  General 
Bradley;  and  all  responsible  leaders  of 
our  war  effort  are  asking  for  legislation 
which  will  give  them  authority  to  pro¬ 
ceed  unhampered  by  economic  problems 
in  their  fight  for  an  effective  war  and 
defense  program.  \ 

Some  of  our  legislators  still  think  that 
the  American  people  will  not  submit  to 
wartime  sacrifice  and  inconvenience  un¬ 
less  our  own  country  is  attacked.  These 
people  are  being  misled  by  self-seeking 
politicians  and  profiteers  who  in  their 
mad  rush  for  political  and  financial  ad¬ 
vantage,  are  gradually  bringing  our  pri¬ 
vate  enterprise  economy  to  the  brink  of 
ruination.  Since  last  January,  military 
orders  have  been  placed  at  an  average 
rate  of  one  billion  a  week.  More  than 
twenty-seven  billion  has  been  obligated 
for  military  requirements  since  the  out¬ 
break  of  hostilities  in  Korea.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  by  July  1,  1952,  at  least  an 
additional  $60,000,000,000  will  be  spent 
and  obligated. 

SMALL  BUSINESS 

Iron  and  steel  production  will  increase 
over  16,000,000  tons  in  the  next  18 
months.  Aluminum,  copper,  manganese, 
and  dozens  of  other  strategic  metals  and 
other  necessities  must  be  grooved  into  a 
priorities  and  allocation  system  in  order 
to  make  our  wartime  program  effective. 
Failure  to  secure  equitable  distribution 
of  basic  materials  could  not  only  ruin 
small  business,  but  hamper  our  produc¬ 
tion  effort.  This  legislation  provides  for 
these  regulations. 


Many  small-business  enterprises,  un¬ 
able  to  meet  increased  prices  for  neces¬ 
sary  materials,  are  already  forced  out  of 
business  and  numerous  others  are  on  the 
brink  of  collapse.  Competition  for 
skilled  manpower  in  an  already  tight 
labor  market  would  be  certain  to  force 
wages,  and  thus  prices,  upward.  In  the 
absence  of  a  stabilization  program,  it 
would  be  foolish  to  control  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  essential  materials  if  prices  are 
allowed  to  soar.  Secretary  of  Defense 
Marshall  has  pointed  out  that  since 
Korea,  the  cost  of  military  items  alone 
has  risen  approximately  $7,000,000,000 
through  inflation. 

WAGES  AND  PRICES 

We  are  beginning  to  witness  devastat¬ 
ing  tie-ups  by  strikes  throughout  the 
country.  Ninety  percent  of  the  wage 
problem  today  is  brought  about  because 
of  high  living  costs  and  ineffective  price 
control.  It  is  unrealistic  to  talk  about 
trying  to  stabilize  wages  at  a  time  when 
our  over-all  economy  is  not  stabilized 
and  prices  and  profits  continue  to  soar. 
High  prices  and  the  cost  of  living  have 
soared  deplorably  since  the  Korean 
trouble  started.  The  vicious  circle  has 
been  expanding  since  1944.  In  1944,  in¬ 
dustry  and  business  considered  their  an¬ 
nual  profit  satisfactory,  but  during  the 
last  7  years,  profits  have  increased  97 
percent  and  wages  increased,  on  the 
average,  only  26  percent.  In  other 
words,  profits  have  increased  three  and 
one-half  times  beyond  wages.  The 
Government  has  clamped  controls  on 
wages.  Sellers  of  manufactured  goods 
are  guaranteed  the  same  margin  of 
profits  they  made  before  controls.  Sell¬ 
ers  of  labor  are  rigidly  limited  to  a  10- 
percent  increase.  This  does  not  apply 
to  millions  of  unorganized,  workers. 
Prices  soar,  but  wages  are  dormant  for 
millions.  Everyone  admits  that  there 
should  be  equality  of  sacrifice  in  the 
war  effort.  Very  few  of  our  employers 
and  statesmen  will  agree  to  place  this 
equality  in  practical  operation. 

PROFITS 

Ten  years  ago  we  had  only  two  large 
corporations  with  gross  incomes  of  one 
billion  or  more.  Today  we  have  19, 
topped  by  General  Motors  with  an  an¬ 
nual  income  of  seven  and  one-half  bil¬ 
lion;  A.  T.  &  T.,  three  and  one-third 
billion;  Standard  Oil,  A.  &  P.,  and  Sears, 
Roebuck,  around  three  billion,  and  on 
down  to  Gulf  Oil  with  one  and  one-half 
billion  income.  I  am  not  complaining 
against  an  industry  or  business  just  be¬ 
cause  it  is  large,  but  these  institutions 
should  not  be  opposing  legislation  which 
would  aid  millions  of  consumer  families. 
Today  millions  cannot  enjoy  even  the 
simplest  pleasures  and  conveniences  be¬ 
cause  of  wartime  inflation. 

Stabilization  and  control  legislation  is 
absolutely  necessary  in  industrial  areas 
or  our  war  production  in  these  areas  will 
be  wrecked.  The  Industrial  Calumet  re¬ 
gion  of  Indiana  is  but  one  of  many 
metropolitan  centers  throughout  the 
United  States  wherein  thousands  of 
workers  have  come  from  other  areas  of 
the  country  to  work  in  the  steel  mills, 
oil  refineries,  transportation  companies, 
and  factories  of  all  descriptions.  The 
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cost  of  living  for  meats,  groceries,  cloth¬ 
ing,  and  rents  has  leaped  immeasurably 
since  June  30,  1950.  Hundreds  of  steel 
workers  in  my  district  have  not  been 
able  to  provide  a  steak  for  their  families 
in  months.  Their  pay  check  is  ex¬ 
pended  the  day  it  is  received  and  nu¬ 
merous  families  have  already  disposed  of 
their  war  bonds  in  order  to  buy  the  bare 
necessities  of  life.  In  my  last  two  visits 
home,  committees  and  individuals  have 
informed  me  of  this  serious  situation. 

POST  OFFICE  WORKERS  AND  RETIRED  CITIZENS 

Postal  employees  are  resigning  because 
they  cannot  support  their  families  on 
their  postal  salaries  in  that  high-cost-of- 
living  area.  Postal  service  in  Hammond, 
Gary,  and  East  Chicago,  Ind.,  has  greatly 
deteriorated  because  over  50  percent  of 
the  postal  employees  are  new  and  inex¬ 
perienced.  This  situation  is  brought 
about  by  reason  of  the  resignations  of 
the  regular  postal  workers. 

School  teachers  and  office  employees 
have  the  same  complaint.  Retired  folks 
and  older  people  living  on  pensions  and 
retirement  income  cannot  stretch  their 
paltry  income  on  the  present  inflation¬ 
ary  prices.  We  are  spending  billions  to 
curtaiy  communism,  but  unless  the  cost 
of  living  is  reduced  we  are  creating  mil¬ 
lions  of  discontented  and  unhappy  citi¬ 
zens  upon  whom  the  communistic  agita¬ 
tors  can  find  a  fertile  field  to  add  mem¬ 
berships  to  their  cause. 

BEEF  AS  INFLATION  EXAMPLE 

The  rapid  rise  of  the  cost  of  beef  is  an 
example  of  inflation  in  a  wartime  econ¬ 
omy.  In  January  1950  cattle  were  selling 
at  115  percent  of  parity.  In  April  of  this 
year  the  price  of  beef  stood  at  152  per¬ 
cent  of  parity.  The  ceiling  after  the 
first  roll-back  represents  135  percent  of 
parity.  After  October  1,  if  the  third  roll¬ 
back  is  allowed  to  take  place,  cattle  prices 
should  be  between  120  and  125  percent 
of  parity. 

Figures  of  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  show  that  in  the  past 
11  years  feeders  in  the  Corn  Belt  have 
made  an  average  $20.83  profit  for  every 
head  of  cattle  they  sell.  Their  profits  in 
the  past  12  months  have  been  the  highest 
in  history — $68.54  per  head.  This  is  $25, 
more  profit  per  head  of  cattle  than  in  the 
plush  1946-47  season,  after  OPA  price 
controls  were  killed.  The  10-percent 
roll-back  of  May  22  has  cut  back  profits 
per  head  of  cattle  to  $47.69,  according  to 
the  Government’s  agriculture  experts. 
Yet  the  story  the  cattlemen  tell  the  pub¬ 
lic  is  that  they  are  losing  money.  What 
they  mean  is  that  instead  of  making  all- 
time  record  profits  they  are  earning  129 
percent  more  than  the  11 -year  average 
profit  per  head.  In  other  words,  if  the 
Government  roll-back  is  not  carried  out 
meat  foods  of  all  kinds  will  disappear 
from  the  tables  of  the  working  families 
of  America. 

RENT  CONTROL 

Rent  control  is  provided  for  in  this 
legislation.  Shelter  is  the  second  most 
important  expenditure  in  the  family 
budget.  At  military  establishments  and 
in  industrial  defense  areas  the  housing 
crisis  is  deplorable.  On  May  4,  when  this 
Congress  reduced  the  number  of  defense 
housing  units  to  5,000  annually,  it  struck 
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a  body  blow  to  tenants  in  the  above-de¬ 
scribed  areas.  For  15  years  the  real  es¬ 
tate  lobby  stated  they  could  provide  low- 
priced  housing.  They  have  failed  mis¬ 
erably.  At  least  135,000  low-priced  pub¬ 
lic  housing  units  should  be  built  an¬ 
nually  so  workers  and  their  families 
could  leave  trailer  camps,  shacks,  and 
slums. 

It  is  estimated  that  in  the  industrial 
area  of  northwest  Indiana  and  south 
Chicago,  over  100,000  defense  workers 
and  their  families  live  in  trailer  camps 
and  dilapidated  shacks.  Furthermore, 
owners  of  these  shacks  and  run-down 
apartment  buildings  are  charging  out¬ 
rageously  high  rentals. 

Mayor  Eugene  Swartz,  of  Gary,  Ind., 
recently  testified  before  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  that  during  the  last 
war,  thousands  of  defense  workers  in  this 
area  slept  on  cots  in  store  buildings. 
These  cots  were  rented  three  times  in  24 
horn’s  to  workers  on  the  various  shifts  in 
the  steel  mills.  The  steel  mills  in  this 
area  provided  old  pullman  cars  in  the 
switching  yards  for  additional  sleeping 
quarters  for  defense  workers. 

When  this  Congress  refused  the  pub¬ 
lic  housing  legislation  a  few  months  Ago, 
it  threw  another  wreath  around  tl>e  real 
estate  lobby’s  neck  and  relegated  mil¬ 
lions  of  workers  in  urban  and  industrial 
areas  throughout  America  to  live  under 
abhorrent  conditions.  Defeat  of  legisla¬ 
tion  of  this  kind  will  eventually  bring 
dissatisfaction  and  discontent  and  lead 
on  to  strikes  which  will'’ greatly  hamper 
our  war  effort. 

In  decontrolled  cities  in  my  district,  I 
have  received  numerous  letters  and  tele¬ 
grams  where  rents  have  increased  50 
to  150  percent/'  On  the  other  hand,  I 
have  received  letters  from  landlords  who 
have  not  profiteered  in  this  housing 
crisis.  These  landlords  should  be  given 
every  right  to  receive  a  reasonable  in¬ 
come  on  their  investment  and  it  is  so 
provided  in  this  legislation.  Rent  con¬ 
trol  in  these  critical  areas  should  be 
immediately  abolished  when  the  housing 
crisis  relaxes. 

IMPORTS  AND  DEFENSE  PROPERTY 

This  legislation  will  also  regulate  the 
importations  of  manufactured  products 
of  any  raw  material  upon  which  domes¬ 
tic  priorities  or  allocations  are  in  effect. 

It  also  provides  for  authority  for  ac¬ 
quiring  property  by  condemnation  or  by 
purchase,  donation,  or  other  means  of 
transfer.  The  Defense  Production  Act 
at  present  provides  only  for  the  requisi¬ 
tioning  of  real  and  personal  property  for 
defense  needs.  Under  these  provisions, 
agreements  by  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  and  Senate  will  be 
necessary  for  the  acquisition  of  any  real 
property  for  the  use  of  the  military. 

Provisions  are  also  set  out  in  this  legis¬ 
lation  for  the  protection  of  the  small- 
business  man. 

AUTO  AND  CONSUMER  CREDITS 

Provisions  are  also  made  for  the  re¬ 
laxation  of  regulation  W.  Automobile 
dealers  and  car  purchasers  in  my  district, 
as  well  as  other  areas  throughout  the 
country,  have  been  greatly  curtailed  on 
the  sale  and  purchase  of  used  and  new 
automobiles  because  of  the  unreasonable 


high  down  payments  and  shcrt-tinj^ 
credits  on  the  sale  of  cars.  The  automo¬ 
bile  is  no  longer  a  luxury.  The  bread¬ 
winner  of  every  working  family  in  Amer¬ 
ica  needs  an  automobile  to  go  Ao  and 
from  his  employment  and  for  other  per¬ 
sonal  and  family  purposes.  Under  the 
present  regulation,  the  average  worker 
cannot  comply  with  the  large  down  pay¬ 
ment  and  limited  time  ..credit  required 
for  an  automobile.  / 

TAXES  AND  INFLATION 

Last  week  the  Hotfse  passed  the  largest 
tax  bill  in  history  which  was  necessary  i 
in  order  to  pay  Tor  the  largest  defense 
and  military  war  cost  in  our  history. 

Seventy-four  cents  out  of  every  Fed¬ 
eral  tax  dollar  goes  to  pay  for  war  and 
defense.  Approximately  five  and  one- 
half  billion  is  expended  every  year  for 
interest'  on  our  national  war  debt.  Al¬ 
most  eight  billion  is  expended  for  bene¬ 
fits,  hospitalization,  and  so  forth,  for  the 
veterans  of  past  wars.  The  billions  that 
have  been  spent  to  rehabilitate  France, 
Italy,  Greece,  and  Turkey  in  the  last  few 
years  has  saved  all  western  Europe  from 
communism.  Paul  Hoffman,  Eric  John¬ 
ston,  Generals  Marshall,  Bradley,  Elsen¬ 
hower,  and  other  nonpolitical  leaders 
have  testified  that  this  has  been  our  j 
greatest  investment.  It  has  not  been  a  ! 
question  as  to  whether  our  country  can  | 
afford  it,  but  the  fact  is  America  could 
not  afford  to  refuse  this  expenditure. 
The  future  of  the  free  world,  including 
ourselves,  depends  upon  it. 

Unless  this  stabilization  and  price- 
control  legislation  is  enacted  into  law, 
millions  of  our  citizens  will  not  have  the 
cash  to  pay  the  taxes  called  for  in  this 
war  and  defense  effort.  Every  true 
American  is  looking  forward  to  the  day 
when  controls  of  all  kinds  can  be  elim¬ 
inated,  but  we  must  undergo  sacrifice 
when  we  are  preparing  our  country  in  a 
Herculean  effort  to  curb  the  spread  of 
communistic  dictatorship.  After  all,  the 
price  paid  by  the  ordinary  civilian  is 
small  with  the  sacrifice  our  boys  are 
making  at  the  front  in  fighting  the  battle 
against  the  fanatical  Communists. 

With  equality  of  sacrifice  on  the  part 
of  everyone — business,  agriculture,  la¬ 
bor,  and  all  other  groups — we  can  win 
this  fight  and  return  to  our  normal 
peacetime  economy. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield?  ?  ' 

Mr.  MADDEN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Did  I 
understand  the  gentleman  to  say  that 
labor  had  received  only  a  26-percent  in¬ 
crease  since  1940? 

Mr.  MADDEN.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  What  au¬ 
thority  does  the  gentleman  cite  for 
that? 

Mr.  MADDEN.  I  got  this  from  the 
Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  I  am  sure 
the  gentleman  wants  to  examine  those 
figures  very  carefully.  j 

Mr.  MADDEN.  I  will  recheck  on  it. 

Mr.  MILLER  of  Nebraska.  Because 
the  cost  of  Government  has  increased 
about  500  percent. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  I  might  say  that  in 
my  area  thousands  of  postal  workers, 
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ine  21.  It  means  very  much  Indeed  to  me; 
particularly  helpful  is  the  final  para¬ 
graph  regarding  Wright  Patman.  He  was 
thoroughly  friendly  when  I  had  organized 
the  Committee  for  the  Nation — of  which  I 
was  also^  the  directing  head — to  support 
Roosevelt  price-level  restoration  in  1932  and 
1933.  He  permitted  us  the  use  of  his  office, 
praised  the  efforts  we  were  making,  as  per 
the  attached  'cp>jy  of  his  letter  to  us  dated 
February  10,  19? 

Some  years  late\  the  Committee  for  Con¬ 
stitutional  Government  put  on  campaigns  in 
Texas  cities  for  the  distribution  of  the  Nor¬ 
ton  book  on  the  Constitution  to  high-school 
students,  having  them  participate  in  quiz 
contests.  In  large  cities,  war  bonds  and  uni¬ 
versity  scholarships  were  awarded  the  win¬ 
ners.  Almost  100,000  students  participated; 
patriotic  citizens  across  Texas  collected 
about  $125,000  to  pay  for  the  books  and  to 
provide  the  prizes. 

One  such  campaign  in  Texarkana  raised 
about  $3,000 — and  a  short  time  thereafter  a 
rival  candidate,  with  whom  we  had  nothing 
whatsoever  to  do,  announced  himself  for 
the  primaries  against  Patman,  who  seems 
to  have  jumped  to  the  conclusion  that  'it 
was  our  money  and  the  patriotic  talks  of 
Pettengill  and  others  in  connection  with  the 
contests  that  fomented  opposition,  and  since 
then  Patman  has  been  on  the  warpath. 

In  my  first  trial,  in  1945,  for  refusal  to 
tell  the  Anderson  committee  who  had  given 
us  $100  or  more,  charges  emanated  from  Pat¬ 
man,  bearing  his  name,  IJiat  we  were 
"political.”  In  summing  up,  my  attorney 
said:  “It  is  a  short  walk  downhill  from  the 
House  Office  Building  to  this  courthouse. 
Why  didn’t  Patman  come  here  and,  under 
oath,  subject  to  cross-examination,  make 
his  statements  that  were  wrongly  placed  be¬ 
fore  the  jury?” 

His  more  recent-  assaults  on  me  were 
mailed  to  the  jurors,  last  April,  at  the  end 
of  the  trial,  but  reached  them  after  their 
verdict  had  been  rendered. 

Five  minutes  after  I  had  purchased  the 
New  York  Evening  Mail,  in  1915,  I  picked  up 
the  telephone,  called  Colonel  Roosevelt  and 
told  him  he  might  use  the  Mail  as  his  per¬ 
sonal  organ  as  he  did  under  the  ownership  of 
Henry  Stoddard.  One  of  the  great  memories 
of  my  life-  is  the  three  and  a  half  years  of 
close  cooperation  through  the  newspaper 
and  through  personal  association,  projecting 
T.  R.’s  ideas  of  preparedness. 

A  few  days  after  war  broke  cut,  he  called 
me,  saying,  “I  am  sending  you  an  inscribed 
photograph  which  I  suggest  you  hang  in 
your  front  office  because  you  will  be  under 
attack  for  the  stand  that  you  have  taken  on 
many  issues  for  my  policies.”  The  last  let.r 
ter  I  had  from  him  was  a  few  weeks  before 
his  death,  inviting  me  to  Oyster  Bay -for 
dinner  and  evening,  to  go  over  the  testimony 
he  would  give  in  my  behalf. 

Roosevelt  told  me  he  read  the  I^gil  every 
day,  frequently  commented  on  its. Editorials, 
felt  that  the  paper  was  expressing  his  ideas 
and  his  viewpoint  more  fully  than  any  other 
daily  newspaper. 

I  am  sending  you,  under/ separate  cover, 
Pettengill’s  three  books,  Jefferson  the  For¬ 
gotten  Man,  Smoke  Screen,  and  For  Ameri¬ 
cans  Only,  of  which  we/distributed  1,000,000 
copies  between  1938  and  1944 — years  before 
the  Lobbying  Act  was  passed  (1946). 

Thanks  again  for  the  forthright  statement 
that  you  have  so  generously  made.  If  you 
ever  get  to  New  York,  do  give  us  a  chance  to 
exchange  thought  with  you. 

Sincerely  yours  , 

Edward  A.  Rumely, 
Executive  Secretary. 

As  current  events  stress  the  need  for 
free  speech  and  a  free  press,  the  attempt 
to  silence  the  Committee  for  Constitu¬ 
tional  Government  and  Dr.  Rumely — 
the  Constitutional  Educational  League 


and  Joseph  Kamp,  its  guiding  genius  and 
who  is  today  on  trial  in  a  District  court 
on  charge  of  contempt  of  Congress — is  of 
the  utmost  interest. 

It  would  be  helpful  if  those  behind 
this  attempt  to  suppress  free  speech  and 
a  free  press  would  frankly  and  free  from 
congressional  immunity  state  their  pur¬ 
pose,  the  sources  of  their  information, 
and  who  it  is  that  pays  for  the  printing 
and  circulation  of  their  propaganda. 

My  colleague  the  gentleman  from 
Texas,  Wright  Patman,  is  greatly  con¬ 
cerned— as  were  some  members  of  the 
House  Lobbying  Committee — as  to  who 
paid  for  the  publication  and  circula¬ 
tion  of  the  pamphlets  and  books  sold 
by  the  Committee  for  Constitutional 
Government.  They  also  wanted  to  know 
who  it  was  that  contributed  to  the  or¬ 
ganization  represented  by  Kamp. 
Would  it  not  be  fair  to  ask  who  now  pays 
for  the  publication  of  my  colleague’s 
speeches  attacking  these  organizations; 
who  pays  for  their  circulation?  Why  do 
certain  unions  circulate  his  remarks? 
presumably  he  will  not  be  subjected  to 
Such  an  inquisition  as  that  to  which  Dr 
Rumely  and  Joseph  Kamp  were 
jected. 

I  ask  my  colleague  the  gentlemaivTrom 
Texas  [Mr.  Patman]  is  there  an/ merit 
to  the  old  saying  that  what  is  sauce  for 
the  goose  is  sauce  for  the  gander?  Why 
persecute  Dr.  Rumely  and  Joseph  Kamp 
for  a  refusal  to  give  the  Hpuse  informa¬ 
tion  when  like; — similar— 7information  is 
not  made  available  to  us  as  to  the  print¬ 
ing  and  publication  of  the  propaganda 
which  you  originate? 


AGRICULTURAL  ACT  OF  1949 
Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 


ask 

the 


/ 


/ 
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unanimous  consent  to  take  from 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  with  House 
amendments  thereto,  insist  on  the 
amendments  of  the  House  and  agree  to 
the  conference- asked  by  the  Senate. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina?  [After  a  pause.]  The  Chair 
hears  none,  and  appoints  the  following 
conferees:  Mr.  Cooley,  Mr.  Poage,  Mr. 
Grant,  Mr.  Hope,  and  Mr.  August  H. 
Andresen. 

SPECIAL  ORDER 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  previous  or¬ 
der  of  the  House,  the  gentleman  from 
Texas  [Mr.  Patman]  is  recognized  for  10 
minutes. 

E.  A.  RUMELY 

(Mr.  PATMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  hi£  re¬ 
marks  and  include  certain  statements 
and  excerpts.  ) 

RUMELY  CONVICTED  ON  TESTIMONY  THAT 
SHOWED  HIM  GUILTY  OF  TREASON 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
like  the  gentleman  from  Michigan,  I  do 
not  impugn  the  motives  of  any  Member 
of  the  House;  I  do  not  question  their  mo¬ 
tives.  Each  Member  has  his  own  respon¬ 
sibility  in  this  great  body  to  his  own 
constituents,  and  he  does  not  owe  an 
obligation  to  any  of  his  colleagues  in  en¬ 
deavoring  to  serve  his  constituents  to 
the  best  of  his  knowledge  and  ability. 
But,  since  the  gentleman  has  seen  fit  to 


make  what  I  construe  to  be  an  attach 
on  me  by  reason  of  what  I  have  sjnd 
about  one  E.  A.  Rumely,  of  course  I  shall 
refer  to  that  and  reply  to  it  the  best 
I  can  without,  of  course,  impugning  the 
gentleman’s  motives.  The  gentleman 
from  Michigan  has  used  less  ^ian  5  min¬ 
utes  time  preceding  this  time  I  am  using. 

I  hope  he  brought  out  the  important 
points  so  I  can  cover  them. 

This  man,  E.  A.  Rumely,  I  consider 
one  of  the  most  dangerous  citizens  who 
has  ever  been  in  ti$e  United  States  cf 
America.  I  thinkXe  is  dangerous,  espe¬ 
cially  dangerous*'  because  of  his  great 
ability  to  do  certain  things  so  devastating 
and  destructive,  in  such  a  deceitful, 
clever,  and  Adroit  way.  He  is  able  to 
siphon  out'  of  large  corporations  huge 
sums  of  money  to  spend  for  purely  prop¬ 
aganda  political  purposes  in  violation  cf 
the  laws  of  our  country,  and  he  has  re¬ 
peatedly  refused  to  tell  congressional 
committees  where  and  how  much  money 
he  received  from  these  different  corpo¬ 
rations  $r  to  give  them  the  information 
that  would  permit  or  enable  congres¬ 
sional  committees  to  correct  the  loop¬ 
holes  in  the  law,  if  there  are  any  loop¬ 
holes  in  the  law  that  permit  him  to  do 
that. 

READ  UNITED  STATES  V.  RUMELY  (293  FEDERAL 
REPORTER  560) 

In  the  law  offices  of  this  country,  and 
most  of  the  offices  especially  where  they 
have  a  complete  legal  library,  you  will 
find  what  is  known  as  the  Federal  Re¬ 
porter,  and  any  lawyer  or  any  person 
who  is  interested  in  E.  A.  Rumely  can 
find  out  his  whole  history  and  the  type 
of  person  he  is  by  going  to  2£3  Federal 
Reporter  and  turning  to  page  532,  the 
case  on  appeal  of  E.  A.  Rumely  against 
the  United  States  of  America,  and  there 
in  that  case  you  will  find  what  the  ju¬ 
diciary  of  the  United  States  has  said 
about  E.  A.  Rumely.  There  you  will 
find  that  E.  A.  Rumely  was  convicted  on 
testimony  which  shows  that  he  was 
guilty  of  treason  during  World  War  I. 
He  came  here  from  Germany  with 
$1,400,000.  He  took  that  money  and 
bought  the  New  York  Evening  Mail,  at 
.that  time  a  famous  daily  newspaper  in 
Jew  York.  He  refused  to  disclose  where 
received  that  money.  He  refused  to 
sthe  United  States  authorities  that 
he  gpt  that  money  from  the  Imperial 
Government.  He  refused  to 
tell  the  Authorities  of  the  United  States 
that  he  bought  that  newspaper  to  help 
Germany  ''against  the  United  States. 
You  read  that  testimony  and  you  will 
be  convinced\and  any  lawyer  will  be 
convinced,  just' 'like  a  jury  in  New  York 
was  convinced,  like  the  judge  in  New 
York  was  convinced,  hke  the  circuit 
court  of  appeals  was- .convinced,  and  like 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  was 
convinced.  And  he  was,sent  to  the  Fed¬ 
eral  penitentiary. 

TECHNICALITIES  AND  LEGAL  DEFENSES  IN 

RUMLEY  CASE  EQUALED  ONLY  BY  COMMUNISTS 

TRIAL 

It  is  true  that  he  was  pardoned,  yes, 
but  you  can  only  be  pardoned  if  you  are 
guilty.  There  is  nothing  to  be  pardoned 
of  otherwise.  He  had  a  fair  trial.  He 
had  dozens  of  witnesses.  There  is  no 
case  in  the  books  in  this  country  that 
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parallels  that  one  for  expenditure  of 
funds  for  legal  fees  and  for  consumption 
of  time  in  a  courthouse  in  the  trial  of 
a  case,  except  the  trial  of  the  11  Commu¬ 
nists.  That  is  the  only  one  that  sur¬ 
passes  the  case  of  E.  A.  Rumely,  and 
there  were  11  of  them.  He  had  the  best 
lawyers  on  earth,  the  best  lawyers  in  the 
world,  and  unlimited,  amounts  of  money. 
Notwithstanding  all  that,  he  was  con¬ 
victed.-  by  a  jur\  and  it  was  sustained 
by  the  district  colift  and  upheld  by  the 
circuit  court  of  atoeals  and  the  Su¬ 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States;  and 
he  went  to  the  Federal'penitentiary. 

That  man  was  trying  to  control 
thought.  He  started  a  campaign  after 
that  to  control  thought  in  The  United 
States.  He  is  a  propaganda  artist.  The 
Germans  taught  us  the  value  'of  propa¬ 
ganda  in  World  War  I,  and  E.  A.  Rumely 
was  the  minister  of  propaganda  for  the 
Imperial  German  Government  in  the 
United  States  preceding,  at  the  begin¬ 
ning  of,  and  during  a  large  part  of  Wor 
War  I,  trying  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
American  people.  I  defy  any  person, 
including  any  Member  of  this  House,  to 
read  that  record  and  come  to  any  other 
conclusion. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Mr. 

Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  The 

statement  the  gentleman  has  made  he 
has  made  several  times  before  from  the 
well  of  the  House.  I  doubt  if  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  made  those  statements  outside 
the  well  of  the  House. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Why  should  I  make 
them  outside  the  well  of  the  House? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Be¬ 

cause  if  the  gentleman  made  them  out¬ 
side,  the  truth  of  them  might  be 
challenged. 

,  Mr.  PATMAN.  Why  are  they  not 

challenged  here?  Why  does  not  the 
gentleman  challenge  them?  Why  does 
he  not  bring  out  the  truth  if  I  am  not 
bringing  it  out? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  have 
several  times. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Did  I  not  give  the 
gentleman  a  proper  citation  to  Two 
Hundred  and  Ninety-third  Federal  Re¬ 
porter  532,  30  pages  of  it,  30  pages  of 
what  the  court  said  about  him,  and  the 
court  said  what  I  repeated  here? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  The 
gentleman  cited  the  right  case.  There  is 
no  question  about  the  conviction.  There 
is  a  question  about  what  the  gentleman 
said  about  being  convicted  of  treason. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  No,  I  did  not  say  he 
was  convicted  of  treason. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Yes; 
you  did. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  No,  I  did  not.  I  said 
he  was  convicted  on  testimony  that 
shows  he  was  guilty  of  treason.  They 
accused  him  of  and  indicted  him  for 
dealing  with  the  enemy  during  World 
War  I. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  Sure; 
now  you  have  it. 

Mr.  PITMAN.  He  was  convicted  of  it, 
and  t Jae  testimony  shows  that  he  was 
guilty’  of  treason. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  After 


those  convictions  11  of  the  jurors  signed 
a  statement  that  on  subsequently  dis¬ 
covered  evidence  which  was  not  made 
available  at  the  trial  he  was  innocent. 
Former  Justice  Cardozo  of  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  and  the  Attorney 
General  who  had  charge  of  the  proceed¬ 
ings  said  he  was  innocent,  and  President 
Coolidge  pardoned  him. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  have  heard  the 
gentleman  mention  Cardozo’s  and  the 
Attorney  General’s  statements  before. 
Will  he  olease  put  them  in  the  Record? 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  have 
put  it  in  before. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  I  did  not  know  that. 

I  never  have  seen  it. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  If  the 
gentleman  had  read  the  Record,  he 
would  have  seen  it.  \ 

Mr.  PATMAN.  Eleven  jurors.  You 
can  imagine  with  millions  of  dollars  and 
all  kinds  of  pressure  which  this  case 
shows,  and  that  Two  Hundred  and 
Ninety-third  Federal  shows  were  used 
this  trial  and  elsewhere,  you  can 
imagine  how  one  little  juror  could  stand . 
up  and  resist  that  great  group  after  the 
cd§e  was  all  over  and  they  had  been  tpid 
things.  Of  course,  they  would  not  know 
whether  to  disbelieve  them  or  believe 
them.  They  would  say,  “If  that  is  true, 
I  did  ndt  know  that.”  But,  of  course, 
all  available  testimony  was  put  in.  It  is 
inconceivable  that  the  best/lawyers  in 
the  world  wohld  overlook  important  tes¬ 
timony.  It  wng  not  ov^ooked.  Read 
the  case  in  Twk  Hundred  and  Ninety- 
third  Federal  Reporter,  532,  and  see 
for  yourself.  That  jnan  Rumely  is  the 
worst  Fascist  in  tl^e  Nation.  The  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Constitutional  Government  is 
a  Fascist  organization,  ft  is  spearhead¬ 
ing  fascism  in,  this  qpuntry.  I  hope  the 
gentleman  reads  that  case  again  and  that 
he  will  not  defend  a  man  like  that. 

Mr.  HOFFMAN  of  Michigan.  I  am 
not  defending  him.  I  am  trying  to  get 
a  little  truth  in  the  Record. 

Mr.  PATMAN.  If  the  gentleman  reads 
that  case,  he  will  get  the  truth.  I  am 
glad  to  know  he  is  not  defending  Rumely. 
That  would  be  awful  in  the  light  of  his 
record. 

I  made  a  speech  about  Rumley, 
August  29,  1950,  that  is  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  of  that  date.  It  deals 
with  his  Fascist  activities;  his  treason¬ 
able  conduct;  how  his  propaganda  mill 
operates;  why  he  is  a  fraud;  his  big-lie 
technique;  sordid  history  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  for  Constitutional  Government; 
his  religious  intolerance;  wicked  tax 
scheme;  hate  monger;  convicted  traitor; 
tried  to  Prussianize  American  youth; 
and  his  plots  against  the  United  States. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  time  of  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Texas  has  expired. 

ONE  HUNDRED  AND  SEVENTY-FIFTH  AN¬ 
NIVERSARY  OF  THE  SIGNING  OF  THE 

DECLARATION  OF  INDEPENDENCE 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  ad¬ 
dress  the  House  for  20  minutes. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mas¬ 
sachusetts? 

There  was  no  objection. 


THE  ONE  HUNDRED  AND  SEVENTY-FIFTH 
ANNIVERSARY  OF  THE  SIGNING  OF  TffE 
DECLARATION  OF  INDEPENDENCE, 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  175 
years  ago  at  Philadelphia,  the'  deter¬ 
mined  delegates  of  the  13  chapter  colo¬ 
nies  stood  within  a  single  vote  of  the 
ratification  of  the  greatestxlocument  of 
all  time.  The  earnest  delegates  at  In¬ 
dependence  Hall  anxioi^Sly  awaited  the 
arrival  of  Caesar  Rodney,  of  Delaware, 
whose  vote  broke  /ke  deadlock  and 
launched  a  new  design  for  freedom  and 
better  living. 

The  Declaration  of  Independence  was 
not  easily  com6  by.  It  was  less  a  time 
of  flushed  triumph  than  one  of  sobering 
reflection  afld  achievement.  But,  these 
men  did  recognize  the  deep  significance 
of  the  aet  which  they  had  taken  upon 
themselves.  They  had  gathered  from  the 
widely  separated  colonies — unattached 
and' independent  of  one  another.  They 
were  gathered  with  the  necessity  to  make 
beginning  and  they  possessed  the  de¬ 
termination  to  see  it  through.  Above 
all,  they  were  gathered  with  the  will  to 
become  one  nation.  Their  very  presence 
there  was  treasonous.  They  had  noth¬ 
ing  to  fight  with,  but  everything  to  fight 
for.  But  they,  knew  why  they  were 
there. 

The  design  for  freedom  and  better  liv¬ 
ing  that  was  forged  in  Philadelphia  175 
years  ago  became  the  foundation  of  a 
way  of  believing  and  doing  that  is  today 
the  envy  and  the  hope  of  all  freedom- 
loving  people  of  the  earth. 

And  in  this  momentous  year  of  cele¬ 
bration  and  rededication  to  the  birthday 
of  independence,  it  is  well  to  remember 
that  the  Declaration  was  not  a  document 
from  a  crown — not  a  divine  gift,  but  a 
human,  living  document  which  was 
fought  over,  cursed  over,  prayed  for — 
that  destroyed  friendship,  reconciled 
enemies  and  was  born  at  last  out  of  the 
birth-pains  of  democratic  endeavor. 

That  was  the  Declaration  of  Independ¬ 
ence  of  175  years  ago.  That  is  the 
Declaration  of  Independence  of  1951 — 
the  same  blueprint,  the  same  design  for 
expanding  freedom  and  better  living 
that  today  safeguards  our  rights  to  lib¬ 
erty  and  the  pursuit  of  happiness. 

What  could  be  more  fitting,  then,  that 
upon  this  one  hundred  and  seventy-fifth 
anniversary  of  independence  we  are 
gathered  in  thousands  of  communities 
across  the  Nation  to  “proclaim  liberty 
throughout  the  land”  and  to  rededicate 
ourselves  to  the  timeless  fundamentals 
of  freedom  and  liberty  as  defined  in  the 
Declaration  of  Independence. 

The  strengthening  of  the  American 
heritage  of  free  citizenship  and  individ¬ 
ual  rights  is,  again  today,  a  vital  part 
of  our  program  of  national  defense. 
Citizen  awareness,  and,  individual  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  affairs^  of  community 
and  government  is  again  a  personal  as¬ 
signment  in  the  current  world-wide 
struggle  against  the  enemies  of  personal 
liberty  and  the  freedom  of  nations. 

For  the  better  part  of  two  centuries 
Americans  have  enjoyed  the  priceless 
privilege  of  freedom.  Now,  on  this  one 
hundred  and  seventy-fifth  anniversary 
of  independence,  freedom  needs  each 
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ng  much  to  alleviate  the  food  needs  of  these 
emcken  people.  However,  there  remains  a 
reak vital  need  for  clothing  and  related  ma¬ 
terial.  To  meet  this  need,  the  Department 
of  State  has  turned  to  the  American  people 
for  voluntary  contributions  of  clothing, 
blankets, Vard  goods,  yarn,  needles,  thread, 
soap,  and  amdred  supplies. 

As  would  Be  expected  in  a  situation  where 
more  than  lOllDO.OOO  men,  women,  and  chil¬ 
dren  are  homertfs  and  destitute  and  where 
an  estimated  2,0^0,000  civilians  have  been 
killed  or  died  of  illness  due  to  exposure,  the 
American  people  arH,  responding  with  con¬ 
tributions  of  clothing'for  shipment  to  Korea. 
Already,  10  agencies  experienced  in  handling 
foreign  aid  have  realized\he  need  for  a  cen¬ 
tral  collecting  organ  which  can  coordinate 
the  preparation  and  shipment  of  the  cloth¬ 
ing.  The  American  Friends \Service  Com¬ 
mittee;  Brethren  Service  Commission,  Church 
World  Service:  Labor  League  ‘Of  Human 
Rights,  A.  F.  of  L.;  Lutheran  World  Relief; 
Mennonite  Central  Committee;  Save  the 
Children  Federation;  War  Relief  Services, 
National  Catholic  Welfare  Conference; 
Young  Women’s  Christian  Association,  W^rld 
Emergency  Fund;  and  World  Student  Sendee 
Fund,  all  member  agencies  of  the  Americas 
Council  of  Voluntary  Agencies  for  Foreign' 
Service,  Inc.,  have  established  American  Re¬ 
life  for  Korea,  Inc.,  as  an  over-all  national 
channel  for  the  collection  and  transmission 
of  clothing  and  kindred  supplies  to  Korea. 
This  organization  was  set  up  with  the  co¬ 
operation  of  the  Advisory  Committee  on 
Voluntary  Foreign  Aid  of  the  Department  of 
State. 

The  10  organizing  agencies  of  American 
Relief  for  Korea  (ARK)  have  already  sent 
4,000,000  pounds  of  clothing  and  supplies, 
valued  at  more  than  $3,500,000,  to  Korea. 
ARK  is  now  functioning  and  doing  a  fine 
Job.  Douglas  Fairbanks  is  national  chair¬ 
man  and  a  committee  of  prominent  citizens 
heads  its  operation.  Two  warehouses  and 
shipment  points  have  been  established,  one 
at  Maspeth,  N.  Y.,  and  another  at  Oakland, 
Calif.  An  organization  is  now  set  up  to  do 
the  job  swiftly  and  economically. 

In  view  of  the  splendid  job  done  by  our 
people  and  the  10  voluntary  aid  agencies 
which  have  organized  ARK,  it  seems  proper 
and  fitting  that  the  Congress  should  lend 
Its  encouragement.  The  joint  resolution 
would  express  the  sympathy  of  the  Congress 
for  the  plight  of  the  millions  of  Korean 
refugees,  who  are  innocent  victims  of  cruel 
and  unprovoked  aggression,  and  would 
recognize  their  desperate  condition.  It 
would  also  authorize  the  President  to  set 
aside,  as  soon  as  practicable,  a  period  of  not 
less  than  1  month,  as  a  special  period  of  in-/ 
tensive  Nation-wide  effort,  during  the  cours ' 
of  which  the  clothing  collection  appeal/ of 
American  Relief  for  Korea,  Inc.,  may  receive 
the  utmost  support  of  all  Americans 

COMMITTEE  TO  PARTICIPATE  IN2HSCUS- 

SION  WITH  REPRESENTATIVE^  OF  CON¬ 
SULTATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  QOUNCIL  OF 

EUROPE 

Mr.  GILLETTE  (for  hjfoself  and  Mr. 
Smith  of  New  Jersey)  sjromitted  the  fol¬ 
lowing  concurrent  resolution  (S.  Con. 
Res.  36) ,  which  was  inferred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  .Relations: 

Whereas  the  Consultative  Assembly  of  the 
Council  of  Europe'adopted  on  May  12,  1951,  a 
resolution  reading  as  follows: 

“The  Assembly; 

“Considering  that  the  free  peoples  of 
Europe  amt  of  the  United  States  have  many 
vital  problems  In  common; 

“Considering  that  the  solidarity  between 
theny^rises  not  only  from  the  common  dan- 
gers^hey  have  to  face,  but  is  also  the  reflec¬ 
ted  of  their  common  origin,  and  of  their 
Dmmunity  of  thought  and  civilization; 


"Taking  note  that  the  Committee  of  Min¬ 
isters  in  their  message  to  the  Assembly  has 
declared  that  it  would  welcome  any  initiative 
of  the  Assembly  designed  to  establish  links 
with  the  Congress  of  the  United  States; 

“Believing  that  it  would  be  of  the  greatest 
interest  for  public  opinion  in  the  democra¬ 
cies  if  these  problems  of  common  interest 
were  to  be  discussed  by  delegations  from  the 
two  Houses  of  Congress  of  the  United  States 
and  from  the  Consultative  Assembly; 

“Instructs  its  Bureau — 

“To  approach  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  through  the  Speakers  of  both  Houses 
for  the  purpose  of  arranging  such  a  discus¬ 
sion  to  take  place  in  public,  preferably  in 
Strasbourg,  or,  if  for  any  reason  circum¬ 
stances  make  it  desirable,  in  Washington,  at 
a  date  mutually  convenient,  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  an  agenda  drawn  up  in  advance 
by  agreement  between  the  officers  of  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  United  States  and  the  Bureau 
of  the  Consultative  Assembly”;  and 

Whereas  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
has  formally  declared  it  “to  be  the  policy  of 
the  people  of  the  United  States  to  encourage 
the  further  unification  of  Europe”;  and 

Whereas  it  is  in  the  interest  of  the  United 
States  to  encourage  consultation  between 
^the  Congress  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Consultative  Assembly  of  the  Council  of/ 
rope;  and 

aereas  the  Congress  of  the  United  Stajlfcs 
welcomes  this  invitation  and  expresses/  its 
appreciation  of  the  unanimous  action  df  the 
Consultative  Assembly  in  extending  yf\  Now, 
therefore\he  it 

Resolvedly  the  Senate  ( the  Hoj/tse  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  concurring) ,  That  net  to  exceed 
14  Members  of.  Congress  shall/be  appointed 
to  meet  jointly  Vith  the  representatives  ap¬ 
pointed  by  the  Consult  ativfrAssembly  of  the 
Council  of  Europe  for  public  discussion  of 
problems  of  commomin^erest,  as  envisioned 
by  the  Resolution  of  thC  Consultative  Assem¬ 
bly  of  May  12,  1951.  y6\the  members  of  the 
Congress  to  be  appointed  for  the  purposes 
of  this  resolution*  half  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  Speaker  df  the  House,  from  Members 
of  the  House,  .-and  half  shalNbe  appointed 
by  the  President  of  the  Senate  from  Members 
of  the  Senate.  Not  more  than  four  of  the 
appointee^' from  the  respective  Houses  shall 
be  of  the'' same  political  party. 

ADDRESSES,  EDITORIALS,  ARTICLES, ^TC., 
PRINTED  IN  THE  APPENDIX 

)n  request,  and  by  unanimous  consei 
Addresses,  editorials,  articles,  etc.,  were 
Ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Appendix, 
as  follows: 

By  Mr.  IVES: 

Address  delivered  by  Senator  Brewster  on 
the  occasion  of  the  Baltic  States  rally  in 
Carnegie  Hall,  New  York  City,  June  16,  1951. 

By  Mrs.  SMITH  of  Maine: 

Statement  by  her  on  the  hope  Of  the 
American  people  for  peace,  broadcast  on  the 
news  program  of  Mr.  Frank  Edwards,  June 
27,  1951. 

By  Mr.  MAGNUSON: 

Letter  addressed  by  him  to  Senator  McCar- 
ran,  chairman,  subcommittee  of  Committee 
on  Appropriations  on  State  Department  ap¬ 
propriations,  dated  June  26,  1951,  relating  to 
travel  by  State  Department  employees  on 
foreign-flag  vessels. 

An  article  entitled  “Government  Policy  in 
the  Ship  Sales  Market — A  Review  of  the  Ship 
Disposal  Program  and  Subsequent  Price 
Trends,”  published  in  the  Shipping  Survey 
for  June  1951. 

By  Mr.  DIRKSEN: 

Editorial  discussing  casualties  in  the  war 
In  Korea,  written  by  John  S.  Knight  and 
published  in  the  Chicago  Daily  News  of 
June  16,  1951. 


By  Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Colorado: 

Editorial  entitled  “The  World’s  Greates €* 
Need — Putting  First  Things  First,”  writfifri 
by  Fred  Burdick,  and  published  in  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Gist,  which  will  appear  hereafter  in 
the  Appendix. 

By  Mr.  FULBRIGHT:  / 

Article  entitled  “One  Voice  TEat  Stalin 
Hates,”  dealing  with  the  Voice  mi  America, 
published  in  the  May  1951  issuEof  the  Kip- 
linger  magazine.  jf 

By  Mr.  HENNINGS:  f 

Editorial  entitled  “The/  Critical  Week,” 
published  in  the  St.  Louis  Post-Dispatch  of 
June  25,  1951,  relating  to  price  controls. 

Editorial  published  in  the  St.  Louis  Post- 
Dispatch  of  June  26,  £951,  dealing  with  Presi¬ 
dent  Truman’s  speech  on  foreign  policy  de¬ 
livered  in  Tennessee. 

Article  relating  to  rolling  back  prices  and 
curbing  installment  credit,  written  by  J.  A. 
Livingston,  and  published  in  the  Washington 
Post  of  June  28,  1951. 

By  Mr.  WILEY: 

Platform  adopted  by  the  Wisconsin  Fed¬ 
eration  of  Young  Republican  Clubs  at  its 
convention  on  May  6,  1951. 

By  Mr.  O’CONOR: 

Statement  prepared  by  him  regarding  the 
anouncement  of  the  resignation  of  George 
'J.  Schoeneman  as  Commissioner  of  Internal 
Revenue. 

LABOR  DISPUTE  WITH  UNITED  AIRLINES 

Mr.  KNOWLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  the  body  of  the  Record,  at  this  point 
in  my  remarks,  a  letter  which  I  sent 
yesterday  to  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  in  which  I  was  joined  by  my 
junior  colleague  from  California  [Mr. 
Nixon],  dealing  with  the  United  Air¬ 
lines  strike. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

June  28,  1951. 

The  Honorable  Harry  S.  Truman, 

President  of  the  United  States, 
Washington,  D.  C. 

My  Dear  Mr.  President:  At  the  present 
time  there  is  a  labor  dispute  which  is  dis¬ 
rupting  the  service  which  the  United  Airlines 
has  been  providing  the  country.  The  dis¬ 
pute,  in  many  ways,  parallels  the  recent  dis¬ 
pute  between  the  American  Airlines,  Inc., 
and  certain  of  its  employees. 

The  present  dispute  is  disrupting  passen¬ 
ger  service  on  the  west  coast  and,  I  under¬ 
stand,  is  beginning  to  create  difficulties  in 
£he  movement  of  air  mail.  These  difficulties, 
course,  will  increase  in  direct  proportion 
toVhe  length  of  time  the  dispute  continues. 

Ir\view  of  the  disruption  which  this  dis¬ 
pute  causing  the  hormal  business  opera¬ 
tions  <5f  the  State  of  California,  it  seems 
reasonable  to  assume  that  in  a  very  short 
time,  it  will  affect  the  industrial  mobiliza¬ 
tion  program  on  which  California  is  engaged. 

May  we  suggest  that  section  10  of  the  Rail¬ 
way  Labor  Act\e  invoked  and  an  emergency 
board  be  createdNrnimediately  for  the  purpose 
of  investigating  and  submitting  a  report  on 
the  issues  involved,  in  this  dispute.  It  is 
believed  that  through, the  submission  of  such 
a  report,  reasonable  founds  can  be  found 
for  the  settlement  of  theteontroversy  between 
the  United  Airlines  and  rtf  employees. 

With  best  personal  regards,  we  remain 
Sincerely  yours, 

William  fNjCnowland. 
Richard  M.  ^{ixon. 


SUPPLYING  AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 
FROM  MEXICO 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  the  amendment  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  to  the  bill  (S. 
984)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of 
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1949,  which  was  to  strike  out  all  after 
the  enacting  clause  and  insert: 

That  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  Is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new 
title  to  read  as  follows: 

“Title  V — Agricultural  Workers 
i  “Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in 
such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural 
workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pur¬ 
suant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico) ,  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including 
any  such  workers  temporarily  in  the  United 
States) ; 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception 
centers  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry 
of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  hous¬ 
ing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are 
being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  de¬ 
parture  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such 
workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside  the 
continental  United  States  to  such  reception 
centers  and  transportation  from  such  recep¬ 
tion  centers  to  such  recruitment  centers 
after  termination  of  employment; 

“(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such 
subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and 
burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  be¬ 
come  necessary  during  transportation  au¬ 
thorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reception  centers; 

“(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers 
in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  (such  workers  being  free  to  accept 
or  decline  agricultural  employment  with  any 
eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type  of 
agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and  el¬ 
igible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  to  any  workers  of  their 
choice  not  under  contract  to  other  employ¬ 
ers)  ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  em¬ 
ployers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  furnish¬ 
ing  of  transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  to  any  employer  unless 
such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with 
the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of 
such  employer’s  contracts; 

“(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this 
title  in  such  amounts,  not  to  exceed  $10  per 
worker;  and 

“(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any 
case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to 
the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the 
contract  entered  into  under  section  501  (5), 
an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal  cost 
to  the  employer  of  returning  other  workers 
from  the  place  of  employment  to  such  re¬ 
ception  center,  less  any  portion  thereof  re¬ 
quired  to  be  paid  by  other  employers. 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this 
title  shall  be  available  for  employment  in 
any  area  unless  the  Regional  Director,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security,  United  States 
Department  of  Labor,  for  such  area  has  de¬ 
termined  and  certified  that  (1)  sufficient 
domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and 
qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and 
place  needed  to  perform  the  work  for  which 
such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  and  (2)  the 
employment  of  such  workers  will  not  ad¬ 
versely  affect  the  wages  and  working  condi¬ 
tions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers  simi¬ 
larly  employed. 


“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this 
title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  United 
States  shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States 
subject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already 
in,  and  otherwise  eligible  for  admission  to, 
the  United  States,  may,  pursuant  to  ar¬ 
rangements  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Republic  of  Mexico,  be  permitted  to  re¬ 
main  therein)  for  such  time  and  under  such 
conditions  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Attor¬ 
ney  General  but,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law  or  regulation,  no  penalty 
bond  shall  be  required  which  imposes  lia¬ 
bility  upon  any  person  for  the  failure  of  any 
such  worker  to  depart  from  the  United  States 
upon  termination  of  employment. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  under  contracts  entered  into 
in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows: 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  uhder  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Immi¬ 
gration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132). 

"Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“  ( 1 )  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal 
and  State  agencies:  to  utilize  (pursuant  to 
such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  services 
of  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate  or  transfer 
funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reimburse  such 
agencies  for  expenses  in  connection  there¬ 
with; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and 
uncompensated  services;  and 

"(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the 
domestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  cooper¬ 
ate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating 
and  carrying  out  agreements  or  arrangements 
relating  to  the  employment  in  the  United 
States,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws,  of 
agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of 
Mexico. 

“Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“(1)  The  term  ‘agricultural  employment* 
includes  services  or  activities  included  within 
the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or 
section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Code,  as  amended,  horticultural  employment, 
cotton  ginning,  compressing  and  storing, 
crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and  the  packing,  can¬ 
ning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other  processing 
of  perishable  or  seasonable  agricultural 
products. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘employer’  includes  associa¬ 
tions  or  other  groups  of  employers. 

“Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be 
construed  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the 
Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general 
immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation 
of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural 
employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to 
permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the  United 
States  legally  to  remain  for  the  purpose  of 
engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment 
under  such  conditions  and  for  such  time  as 
he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall  specify. 

"Sec.  509.  No  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  for  employment  after 
December  31,  1953.” 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  disagree  to  the 
amendment  of  the  House,  request  a  con¬ 
ference  with  the  House  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
that  the  Chair  appoint  the  conferees  on 
the  part  of  the  Senate. 


The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
President  pro  tempore  appointed  Mr. 
Ellender,  Mr.  Hoey,  Mr.  Johnston  of 
South  Carolina,  Mr.  Aiken,  and  Mr. 
Young  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER  subsequently  said :  Mr. 
President,  earlier  today  the  distin¬ 
guished  junior  Senator  from  South  Car¬ 
olina  [Mr.  Johnston]  was  appointed  a 
conferee  on  Senate  bill  984.  I  am  in¬ 
formed  that  he  is  out  of  town  and  will 
not  return  until  Monday.  It  is  neces¬ 
sary  that  the  conferees  act  tomorrow  or 
the  next  day.  I  therefore  ask  unani¬ 
mous  consent  that  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Carolina  be  dis¬ 
charged  from  further  service  as  a  con¬ 
feree  and  that  in  his  place  there  be  ap¬ 
pointed  the  distinguished  senior  Senator 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Holland]. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  substitution  will  be 
made. 

;  PATENTS  IN  FEE  TO  CERTAIN  ALLOTTEES 

ON  CROW  INDIAN  RESERVATION— RE- 

ENROLLMENT  OF  BILL 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore  laid  be/ 
fore  the  Senate  House  Concurrent  Res¬ 
olution  134,  which  was  read,  as  followfe: 

Resolved  by  the  House  of  Representatives 
( the  Senate  concurring) ,  That  the  President 
of  the  United  States  is  hereby  requested  to 
return  to  the  House  of  Representatives  the 
enrolled  bill  (H.  R.  2349)  authorizing  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  issue  patents  in 
;  fee  to  certain  allottees  on  the  Crow;'  Indian 
Reservation;  that  if  and  when  suqh  bill  is 
returned  by.  the  President,  the  action  of  the 
Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives  and 
of  the  President  of  the  Senate  -in  signing 
such  bill  is  hereby  rescinded;  and  that  the 
Clerk  of  the '  House  of  Representatives  is 
hereby  authorized  and  directed/' in  the  reen- 
-  rollment  of  such  bill,  to  strike  out  in  the 
paragraph  thereof  which  relates  to  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  patent  in  fee  to  E^tella  Wolfe  the 
phrase  which  reads  “the  nqrthwest  quarter 
of  the  southeast  quarter,”  .and  to  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “and  the  northwest  quarter  of 
the  southeast  quarter  of  section  28.” 

Mr.  O’MAHONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
wish  to  announce  th£t  this  concurrent 
resolution  requests  the  return  from  the 
White  House  of  a  b^JT,  granting  a  patent 
in  fee  to  certain  Indians,  in  order  to  cor¬ 
rect  a  land  description  in  the  bill;  the 
section  number  was  left  out. 

The  only  effect  of  the  Concurrent  reso¬ 
lution  is  to  authorize  the  return  of  the 
bill  and  its  correction  by)  inserting  the 
words  “section -28.” 

I  move  that  the  Senate  agree  to  the 
concurrent  resolution. 

The  motio^i  was  agreed  to: 

GENERAL  MacARTHUR  AND  AMERICAN 

POLICY  JN  FAR  EAST— JOINT  STATE¬ 
MENT  BY  COMMITTEES  ON-  ARMED 

SERVICES  AND  FOREIGN  RELATIONS  TO 

AMERICAN  PEOPLE  (S.  DOC.  NO.;50) 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President;  at  a 
meeting  of  the  Committees  on  ^rnied 
Serviqfes  and  Foreign  Relations  onvyes- 
terday,  the  committees  unanimously'  ap¬ 
proved  the  issuance  of  a  statement  to 
the  American  people.  This  statement  is 
not' to  be  interpreted  as  a  report  of  the 
cqmmitees  cn  any  aspect  of  the  issues 
of  the  MacArthur  hearings. 

/  The  statement  is  intended  to  reas¬ 
sure  cur  own  people  and  the  other  peo- 
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Bills  Introduced:  Seven  public  bills,  H.  R.  4661-4667; 
seven  private  bills  and  one  private  joint  resolution,  H.  R. 
4668-4674,  and  H.  J.  Res.  280;  and  eleven  resolutions, 
H.  J.  Res.  279,  and  H.  Res.  296-305,  were  introduced. 

Page  7687 

Bills  Reported:  Reports  were  made  as  follows: 

H.  R.  3804,  to  limit  the  retroactive  application  of  the 
income  tax  on  Federal  employees  working  in  the  pos¬ 
sessions  or  in  the  Canal  Zone  (H.  Rept.  664) ;  and 
H.  R.  2562,  to  amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  to 
adjust  an  inequity  (H.  Rept.  665).  Page  7687 

Temporary  Defense  Production  Extension:  By  a 
voice  vote,  the  House  adopted  H.  J.  Res.  278,  to  continue 
through  July  31,  1951,  the  Defense  Production  Act  of 
1950;  the  Housing  and  Rent  Act  of  1947,  as  amended; 
and  certain  import  control  authority.  A  recommittal 
motion  was  rejected  by  a  division  vote  of  27  to  250. 

Adopted  an  amendment  to  prevent  roll-backs  or  the 
lowering  of  price  ceilings  below  those  on  enactment  date 
of  this  resolution  and  prohibiting  any  new  price  ceilings 
on  materials  or  services  during  the  period  of  this  tempo¬ 
rary  extension.  This  amendment  was,  by  unanimous 
consent,  altered  to  authorize  the  placing  of  price  ceilings 
on  agricultural  commodities  if  they  exceeded  their  parity 
price  during  this  temporary  period.  This  amendment 
was  adopted  in  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  on  a  teller 
vote  of  165  to  106  and  later  was  approved  by  the  House 
on  a  separate  vote  by  232  yeas  to  159  nays. 

H.  Res.  294,  the  closed  rule  providing  for  i  hour  of 
debate  on,  and  the  waiving  of  points  of  oqder  against 
H.  J.  Res.  278,  the  continuing  resolution, , was  adopted 
by  a  vote  of  296  yeas  to  85  nays.  The  ruld  also  provided 
for  the  offering  of  the  above  amendmp 

Page^/660— 7663,  7665-7678 

D.  C.  Rent  Control:  Adopted*  on  a  roll-call  vote  of 
242  yeas  to  126  nays,  the  conference  report  on  S.  1590, 
extending  the  District  of  Columbia  Emergency  Rent 
Act.  This  compromise  measure,  among  other  things, 
extends  rent  controls  for/1  year,  makes  the  effective  date 
of  the  new  base  June/30,  1951,  raises  the  salary  of  the 
Rent  Administrator  to  $11,200  per  annum. 

Pages  7679-7684 

Independency'  Day:  Representative  Lind  was  today 
designated  By  the  Speaker  to  read  the  Declaration  of 
Independence  in  the  House  on  July  4.  page  7684 

Preskrent’s  Message:  Received  a  message  from  the 
Pr^ndent  complying  with  request  of  Congress  for  the 
turn  of  H.  R.  2349,  a  private  bill,  for  correction. 

Page  7685 


Program  for  Saturday:  Adjourned  at  4:22  p.  m.  until 
Saturday,  June  30,  at  12  o’clock  noon. 

Committee  Meetings 

SUGAR  ACT  EXTENSION 

Committee  on  Agriculture :  Resumed  its  hearings  on 
H.  R.  4521,  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  from  De¬ 
cember  31,  1952,  to  December  31,  1956.  The  bill  would 
also  increase  Puerto  Rico’s  quota  for  marketing  on  the 
mainland  from  910,000  tons  to  1,080,000  tons;  increase 
from  6,000  to  12,000  tons  the  quotas  for  the  Virgin 
Islands;  and  increase  the  participation  of  the  full-duty 
countries  supplying  our  market;  besides  containing  a 
few  amendments  affecting  quota  administration. 
Speaking  in  support  of  the  proposed  sugar  program 
today  was  Frank  Kemp,  of  Denver,  Colo.,  president  and 
general  manager,  of  the  Great  Western  Sugar  Co.,  and 
executive  committee  chairman  of  the  American  Sugar 
Beet  Policy  Committee.  He  stated  that  his  views  repre¬ 
sented  a  crp'ss  section  of  the  entire  domestic  sugar  indus¬ 
try.  Committee  recessed  upon  call  of  the  Chair,  until 
after  the  Fourth  of  July. 

MILITARY  PUBLIC  WORKS 

Committee  on  Armed  Services :  Held  day-long  execu¬ 
tive  consideration  of  H.  R.  4524,  to  authorize  certain  con¬ 
struction  at  military  and  naval  installations.  Attending 
the  discussions  with  the  committee  today  were  Karl  R. 
Bendetsen,  Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Army;  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  officials  of  the  U.  S.  Army:  Francis  Shackelford, 
counselor;  Brig.  Gen.  W.  L.  Barriger,  Office  of  Assistant 
Chief  of  Staff,  G-4;  Gen.  G.  J.  Nold,  Deputy  Chief  of 
Staff,  Engineers;  Col.  W.  A.  Davis,  Chief  of  Construc¬ 
tion  Branch,  Kj-4;  Col.  John  Murphy,  G-4,  Second 
Army  (morning  session);  and  Col.  W.  A.  Carter,  G-4, 
Third  Army  (afternoon  session).  Recessed  until  to¬ 
morrow  morning. 

MILITARY  PROCUREMENT 

Committee  on  Armed  Services :  Hebert  Subcommittee 
on  Procurement  held  executive  meeting  at  which  Rep¬ 
resentative  Ford,  of  Michigan,  presented  additional  in¬ 
formation  concerning  Army  procurement  of  folding 
chairs  from  the  Consolidated  Industries,  Inc.,  of 
Memphis,  Tenn.  Mr.  Ford,  in  a  speech  on  May  22, 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  House  membership  the 
details  of  procurement  contracts  between  the  Chicago 
Quartermaaster  Depot  and  the  Consolidated  Industries, 
Inc.  At  that  time  he  furnished  a  comprehensive  re¬ 
view  of  the  Consolidated  Industries  case  and  pointed 
out  that  the  officials  of  die  Chicago  QM  depot  applied 
many  uneconomical  and  inefficient  procurement  meth¬ 
ods  and  procedures.  Subcommittee  adjourned  subject 
to  call  of  the  Chair. 
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CONSUMERS’  PRICE  INDEX 

Committee  on  Education  and  Labor :  Steed  subcommit¬ 
tee  concluded  hearings  in  connection  with  its  investi¬ 
gation  of  the  Consumers’  Price  Index  as  prepared  by 
the  U.  S.  Department  of  Labor,  and  had  as  its  final  wit¬ 
ness  Ewan  Clague,  Commissioner  of  the  Bureau  of 
Labor  Statistics,  Department  of  Labor. 

MUTUAL  SECURITY 

Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs:  Gen.  George  C.  Mar¬ 
shall,  Secretary  of  Defense,  testified  today  in  support  of 
the  proposed  mutual  security  program  and  will  return 
on  Monday  morning  for  further  testimony  and  question¬ 
ing  by  the  committee.  The  total  amount  requested  in 
this  program  is  $8.5  billion,  of  which  $6.3  billion  will 
be  for  military  aid  and  $2.2  billion  will  be  for  economic 
aid. 

MINING  CLAIMS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Considered, 
but  took  no  final  action  on,  S.  1726,  extending  the  time 
during  which  annual  assessment  work  on  mining  claims 
may  be  made  for  the  year  beginning  July  1,  1950,  to 
November  1, 1951. 

INDIANS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs:  Morris  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Indian  Affairs  resumed  consideration  of 
H.  R.  3979,  to  define  the  enrolled  Indians  of  California 
as  an  identifiable  group  of  American  Indians,  and  heard 
supporting  testimony  on  the  measure  from  S.  M.  Good¬ 
win,  an  attorney,  representing  the  Indians.  Also  con¬ 
sidered,  but  took  no  action  on,  H.  R.  4635,  amending  the 
act  of  1949  regarding  vesture  of  title  to  certain  lands  of 
the  Three  Affiliated  Tribes  of  the  Fort  Berthold  Reserva¬ 
tion,  N.  Dak.,  in  the  United  States  and  to  provide  com¬ 
pensation  therefor.  A  delegation  of  Fort  Berthold  In¬ 
dians  were  heard  in  favor  of  adding  certain  supple¬ 
mental  provisions  to  the  act.  They  were  Martin  Cross, 
Carl  Whitman,  Jr.,  Sam  Matthews,  Allen  Horn,  Ralph 
Wells,  and  George  Gillette.  Adjourned  until  Monday 
morning. 

RAILROAD  RETIREMENT 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Con- 
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New  Laws 

{For  last  listing  of  Public  Laws,  see  Digest,  p.  D568) 

H.  R.  157,  to  authorize,  until  June  30, 1952,  Canadian 
vessels  to  carry  passengers  between  various  ports  in 
Alaska  directly  or  via  a  foreign  port.  Signed  June  27, 
1951  (P.  L.  55). 

H.  R.  389,  for  the  relief  of  the  State  of  Maryland. 
Signed  June  27,  1951  (P.  L.  56). 
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tinued  executive  consideration  of  bills  to  amend  the 
Railroad  Retirement  Act,  and  adjourned  until  July  9, 
when  it  will  continue  on  same  subject. 

MOBILIZATION,  MONOPOLY 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary:  Celler  Subcommittee  on 
the  Study  of  Monopoly  Power  held  further  hearing  re¬ 
garding  various  aspects  of  the  mobilization  program 
and  heard  further  testimony  from  Byron  Woodside,  Di¬ 
rector,  Defense  Expansion  Division,  DP  A,  who  testified 
yesterday. 

PROPERTY  AND  ALCOHOL  TAXES 

Committee  on  Ways  attd  Means:  Met  for  executive  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  3590,  relating  to  the  income-tax  treat¬ 
ment  of  gain  realized  on  an  involuntary  conversion  of 
property,  and  H.  R.  4014,  relating  to  the  applicability 
of  alcohol  tax  laws.  Made  no-announcement,  and  ad¬ 
journed  subject  to  call  of  the  Chair. 

Joint  Committee  Meetings 

FARM  LABOR 

Conferees,  in  executive  session,  on  S.  984,  to  authorize 
the  Government  to  carry  out  its  part  of  agreement 
reached  with  Mexico  with  respect  to  importation  of  for¬ 
eign  agricultural  labor,  agreed  to  file  a  report  on  the 
differences  between  the  House-  and  Senate-passed  ver¬ 
sions  of  the  bill.  As  approved,  the  Senate  conferees 
receded  and  concurred  in  House  amendment  (which 
was  in  nature  of  substitute  for  the  Senate-passed  bill), 
with  further  amendment  making  the  following  major 
changes:  (1)  Secretary  of  Agriculture  was  designated 
as  official  to  make  certification  that  Mexican  workers 
are  needed;  (2)  maximum  reimbursement  to  Govern¬ 
ment  for  transportation  and  subsistence  of  workers  was 
placed  at  $15;  (3)  cotton  ginning,  compressing,  and 
storing,  and  canning,  freezing,  and  other  processing  of 
perishable  commodities  were  included  among  occupa¬ 
tions  for  which  Mexican  workers  could  be  employed; 
and  (4)  Senate  provisions  making  employment  of  Mex¬ 
ican  workers  illegally  in  country  a  felony  was  stricken 
from  the  bill. 


H.  R.  4338,  extending  the  time  for  completing  con¬ 
struction  of  a  toll  bridge  across  the  Delaware  River  near 
Wilmington,  Del.  Signed  June  27,  1951  (P.  L.  57). 

H.  R.  2084,  making  certain  revisions  in  the  estate  and 
gift  tax  provisions  with  respect  to  powers  of  appoint¬ 
ment.  Signed  June  28,  1951  (P.  L.  58). 

H.  R.  3033,  authorizes  the  lease  of  certain  land  to 
Poplar,  Mont.,  for  airport  purposes.  Signed  June  28, 
1951  (P.  L.  59). 

H.  R.  3576,  to  amend  the  Displaced  Persons  Act  of 
1948.  Signed  June  28,  1951  (P.  L,  60). 
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Mr.  Cooley,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 


[To  accompany  S.  984] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  having  met,  after  full  and  free  conference, 
have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  House  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  House  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following:  That  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows: 

“TITLE  V— AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

“Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  production  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  deems 
necessary ,  by  supplying  agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of 
Mexico  ( pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  '  United  States  and  the 
Republic  of  Mexico ),  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“( 1 )  to  recruit  such  workers  ( including  any  such  workers  who 
have  resided  in  the  United  States  for  the  preceding  five  years,  or 
who  are  temporarily  in  the  United  Stales  under  legal  entry); 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception  centers  at  or  near  the  places 
of  actual  entry  of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United  States 
for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  housing  such  workers  while  arrange¬ 
ments  are  being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  departure  from, 
the  continental  United  States; 

“(8)  to  provide  transportation  for  such  workers  from  recruitment 
centers  outside  the  continental  United  States  to  such  reception  centers 
and  transportation  from  such  reception  centers  to  such  recruitment 
centers  after  termination  of  employment; 
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“(4)  t°  provide  such  workers  with  such  subsistence,  emergency 
medical  care,  and  burial  expenses  ( not  exceeding  $150  burial  expenses 
in  any  one  case )  as  may  be  or  become  necessary  during  transportation 
authorized  by  paragraph  ( 3 )  and  while  such  workers  are  at  reception 
centers; 

“( 5 )  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers  in  negotiating  contracts 
for  agricultural  employment  ( such  workers  being  jree  to  accept  or 
decline  agricultural  employment  with  any  eligible  employer  and  to 
choose  the  type  oj  agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and  eligible 
employers  being  jree  to  ojfer  agricultural  employment  to  any  workers 
oj  their  choice  not  under  contract  to  other  employers) ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  employers  oj  provisions  oj 
such  contracts  relating  to  the  payment  oj  wages  or  the  furnishing  oj 
transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  title  to  any 
employer  unless  such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the  United 
States — 

“(/)  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against  loss  by  reason  oj  its 
guaranty  oj  such  employer's  contracts; 

“  ( 2 )  to  reimburse  the  United  States  jor  essential  expenses,  not 
including  salaries  or  expenses  oj  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  it  jor  the  transportation  and  subsistence  oj 
workers  under  this  title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $15  per  worker;  and 

“  ( 3 )  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in  which  a  worker  is 
not  returned  to  the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the  contract 
entered  into  under  section  501  (5),  an  amount  determined  by  the 
Secretary  oj  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal  cost  to  the  employer 
oj  returning  other  workers  jrom  the  place  oj  employment  to  such 
reception  center,  less  any  portion  thereoj  required  to  be  paid  by  other 
employers. 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall  be  available  jor 
employment  in  any  area  unless  the  Secretary  oj  Labor  has  determined 
and  certified  that  ( 1 )  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able ,  willing,  and 
qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to  perform  the 
work  jor  which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  (2)  the  employment  oj 
■such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect,  the  wages  and  working  conditions 
oj  domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  employed,  and  (3)  reasonable 
efforts  have  been  made  to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such  employment  at 
wages  and  standard  hours  oj  work  comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign 
workers. 

“Sec.  504 ■  Workers  recruited  under  this  title  who  are  not  citizens  oj 
the  United  States  shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States  subject  to  the  im¬ 
migration  laws  ( or  if  already  in,  jor  not  less  than  the  preceding  five 
years  or  by  virtue  oj  legal  entry,  and  otherwise  eligible  jor  admission  to, 
the  United  States  may,  pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Bepublic  oj  Mexico,  be  permitted  to  remain  therein)  jor 
such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Attorney 
General  but,  notwithstanding  any  other  provision  of  law  or  regulation, 
no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which  imposes  liability  upon  any  person 
jor  the  failure  oj  any  such  worker  to  depart  jrom  the  United  States  upon 
termination  oj  employment:  Provided,  That  no  workers  shall  be  made 
available  under  this  title  to,  nor  shall  any  workers  made  available  under 
this  title  be  permitted  to  remain  in  the  employ  of,  any  employer  who  has 
in  his  employ  any  Mexican  alien  when  such  employer  knows  or  has 
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reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or  by  reasonable  inquiry  could 
have  ascertained  that,  such  Mexican  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the 
United  States. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  ( a )  ( 1 )  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a ■  new  subparagraph 
as  follows: 

“  ‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under 
contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  194-9,  as  amended.’ 

“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as  follows: 

“  ‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under 
contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Immigration  Act  of 
1917  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132). 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is 
authorized — 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal  and  State  agencies; 
to  utilize  (pursuant  to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  services 
of  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate  or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to 
pay  or  reimburse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in  connection  therewith; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncompensated  services; 
and 

“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  agricultural  labor 
force,  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating  and 
carrying  out  agreements  or  arrangements  relating  to  the  employment 
in  the  United  States ,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws,  of  agricultural 
workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

“Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“(1)  The  term  ‘agricultural  employment ’  includes  services  or 
activities  included  within  the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair 
Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or  section  1426  (h)  of 
the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  horticultural  employment, 
cotton  ginning,  compressing  and  storing,  crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and 
the  packing,  canning ,  freezing ,  drying,  or  other  processing  of  perish¬ 
able  or  seasonable  agricultural  products. 

“(2}  The  term  ‘ employer ’  shall  include  an  association,  or  other 
group,  oj  employers,  but  only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for  whom 
workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in  the  event  of  its  default,  to 
carry  out  the  obligations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant  to  section  502, 
or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  individual  liability  is 
not  necessary  to  assure  performance  of  such  obligations . 

“Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  limiting  the 
authority  of  the  Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general  immigration 
laws,  to  permit  the  importation  of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to  permit  any  such  alien 
who  entered  the  United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  purpose  of  engaging 
in  such  agricultural  employment  under  such  conditions  and  for  such 
time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall  specify. 
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“Sec.  509.  No  workers  will  be  made  available  under  this  title  for 
emvloyment  after  December  31,  1953.” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate ; 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  PART  OF  THE  HOUSE 


The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the  House 
to  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  submit 
the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  action  agreed  upon  by 
the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report  : 

The  House  amendment  to  the  bill  struck  out  all  after  the  enacting 
clause  and  inserted  in  lieu  thereof  the  text  of  the  House  bill  (H.  R. 
3283),  which  had  been  adopted  by  the  House  as  reported  by  the 
Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  bill  as  agreed  upon  by  the  committee  of  conference  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  report  is  a  substitute  in  lieu  of  the 
amendment  made  by  the  House  to  the  Senate  bill.  In  the  main  it 
adopts  most  of  the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill  with  the  exception 
of  section  509,  which  has  been  eliminated  from  the  substitute  agreed 
upon  by  the  committee  of  conference. 

General  Statement 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  authorize  and  implement  an  agreement 
with  Mexico  under  which  Mexican  agricultural  workers  may  be 
available  when  needed,  and  when  such  workers  are  not  available 
from  the  domestic  labor  force,  to  assist  in  growing,  harvesting,  and 
preparing  for  consumption  crops  grown  in  the  United  States.  It  is 
a  bill  which  is  of  great  interest  and  benefit  to  the  consumer,  as  well 
as  to  the  farmer  engaged  in  the  production  of  these  crops,  for  with 
the  exception  of  cotton  and  sugar  beets  almost  all  of  the  crops  on 
which  it  is  expected  such  labor  may  be  needed  are  crops  such  as 
fruits  and  vegetables  which  move  directly  to  the  consumer.  If  there 
is  insufficient  labor  to  tend  or  harvest  these  crops,  causing  even  a 
temporary  shortage  or  disruption  of  their  movement  to  market,  this 
is  a  situation  which  is  certain  to  be  felt  immediately  by  consumers 
in  the  form  of  diminished  supplies  of  such  fruits  and  vegetables  and 
higher  prices  for  those  which  are  on  the  market.  It  is  essential  to 
the  stabilization  of  our  economy  that  these  agricultural  commodities 
be  brought  to  market  in  sufficient  volume  to  maintain  stability  of 
supplies  and  prices. 

Differences  between  the  House  bill  and  the  bill  agreed  upon  by 
the  committee  of  coiiference  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying 
report  are  explained  below: 


SECTION  501 

The  only  change  in  this  section  is  in  subsection  (1)  where  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  has  adopted  the  Senate  language  requiring  that 
workers  eligible  for  employment  under  this  bill  shall  be  in  the  United 
States  under  legal  entry  and  has  added  a  provision  which  will  permit 
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also  the  hiring  of  any  Mexican  national  who  has  resided  in  the  United 
States  for  the  previous  5  years.  This  will  prevent  the  hiring  of  so- 
called  “wetbacks”  under  the  contracts  authorized  by  this  bill  but 
will  permit  those  Mexicans  who  actually  have  lived  for  many  years 
in  the  United  States,  even  though  their  entry  might  not  have  con¬ 
formed  to  legal  requirements,  to  obtain  agricultural  work.  The 
committee  of  conference  believes  that  this  provision  is  necessary  in 
essential  justice  to  the  many  Mexicans  who,  because  of  the  closeness 
of  Mexico  and  the  United  States  and  the  traditional  freedom  of  move¬ 
ment  across  the  border,  may  have  entered  the  United  States  without 
complying  with  immigration  formalities,  but  who  have  been  for 
many  years  continuous  and  useful  residents  in  the  United  States.  It 
should  be  remembered  that  even  though  such  Mexicans  may  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  provision  and  be  acceptable  to  their  American 
employers,  they  still  cannot  be  contracted  without  the  consent  of  the 
Mexican  Government. 

SECTION  502 

In  subsection  (2)  the  amount  “$10”  is  changed  to 

SECTION  503 

Two  changes  are  made  in  this  section: 

(1)  The  committee  of  conference  has  accepted  the  Senate  require¬ 
ment  that  the  determination  as  to  the  availability  of  domestic  workers 
for  agricultural  purposes  shall  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor, 
instead  of  by  the  regional  director,  Bureau  of  Employment  Security, 
United  States  Department  of  Labor,  for  the  area  involved,  as  provided 
in  the  House  bill.  This  appears  to  the  committee  of  conference  to  be 
a  relatively  minor  change,  since  the  regional  director  works  under  and 
by  delegation  of  authority  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  it  is 
assumed  by  the  committee  of  conference  that,  inasmuch  as  time  is 
frequently  of  the  essence  in  the  hiring  of  agricultural  labor  and  har¬ 
vesting  of  agricultural  crops,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  will  delegate  to 
the  regional  director  the  authority  to  make  these  determinations 
where  the  time  element  is  important  and  where  reference  to  the  Secre  - 
tary  himself  would  entail  any  measurable  delay. 

(2)  The  committee  of  conference  also  accepted  the  provision  of  the 
Senate  bill  requiring  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  must  certify  before 
foreign  labor  may  be  utilized  under  the  terms  of  this  bill  that  reason¬ 
able  efforts  have  been  made  to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such 
employment  at  wages  and  standard  hours  of  work  comparable  to 
those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

SECTION  504 

Two  changes  are  made  by  the  committee  of  conference  in  this  sec¬ 
tion: 

(1)  On  page  4,  line  12  of  the  House  bill  after  the  word  “in”  the 
words  “for  not  less  than  the  preceding  5  years  or”  have  been  added. 
This  is  the  same  change  made  in  section  501  (1)  and  was  discussed 
under  the  amendments  to  that  section. 

(2)  The  conference  has  accepted  the  proviso  to  this  section  con- 
tamed  in  the  Senate  bill  which  provides  that  no  workers  shall  be  made 
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available  under  the  terms  of  this  bill  nor  permitted  to  remain  in  the 
employ  of  any  employer  who  is  using  “wetback”  labor. 

SECTION  508 

In  this  section  the  committee  of  conference  has  accepted  the  House 
language  of  subsection  (1).  This  permits  the  employment  of  workers 
made  available  under  the  bill  in  various  types  of  processing  plants 
which  are  intimately  related  to  and  connected  with  the  production  of 
agricultural  commodities  and  which  perform  functions  which  must 
be  carried  out  before  those  commodities  can  be  made  available  for 
use  or  consumption.  Virtually  all  of  these  processing  plants  are 
located  actually  out  in  the  country  or  in  small  cities  and  towns  which 
are  entirely  rural  in  character.  They  are  affected  by  the  same  labor 
conditions  which  apply  to  the  farms,  orchards,  and  other  agricultural 
operations  in  the  area.  In  those  few  instances  where  processing 

r  plants  of  this  type  are  located  in  larger  cities — where  there  might  be 
presumed  to  be  some  supply  of  domestic  labor  available — they  will 
be  necessarily  removed  from  agricultural  areas  and  environments  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  required  certification  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  that  domestic  labor  is  not  available  will  in  most  instances 
amount  to  a  certification  for  each  individual  plant. 

In  subsection  (2)  of  section  508  the  committee  of  conference  has 
adopted  the  Senate  language  which  requires  that  associations  who 
act  as  employers  under  the  terms  of  this  bill  shall  be  acceptable  for 
that  purpose  only  if  the  individual  members  thereof  are  bound  by 
the  obligations  made  by  the  association  or  if  the  Secretary  determines 
that  such  individual  liability  is  not  necessary. 

DOUGLAS  AMENDMENT 

The  committee  of  conference  has  eliminated  from  the  bill  section  509 
of  the  Senate  bill.  It  has  done  this  on  the  grounds  that  this  general 
revision  of  the  immigration  laws  is  not  germane  to  the  purpose  of  this 
bill,  which  is  that  of  providing  statutory  authority  for  the  use  of 
Mexican  workers  under  a  contractural  relationship  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  and  with  the  workers  themselves.  The 
]g)  committee  of  conference  is  sympathetic  to  the  objectives  of  eliminating 
^  the  abuses  which  have  stemmed  from  the  employment  of  “wetback” 
labor.  It  believes  that  the  bill  reported  herewith  will  go  far  in  cor¬ 
recting  that  situation  and  that  any  general  revision  of  the  immigration 
laws  which  may  be  necessary  to  further  improve  this  situation  should 
be  made  by  the  committees  of  the  respective  Houses  having  a  juris¬ 
diction  over  that  subject  matter.  The  committee  recognizes  as  a 
matter  of  general  knowledge  that  such  legislation  is  now  pending  in 
the  Senate  and  that  the  appropriate  committee  of  the  House  has 
undertaken  hearings  and  investigations  for  the  purpose  of  bringing 
out  such  legislation  in  the  House  if  it  is  found  to  be  necessary. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  bill  will,  in  fact,  do  much  to  help 
solve  this  vexing  problem.  It  will  provide  an  open  door  through  which 
those  Mexicans  who  want  to  work  in  the  United  States  can  enter  and 
be  employed  here  legally  under  terms  which  will  safeguard  their 
rights  and  their  interests  in  the  manner  far  better  than  they  could 
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ever  be  safeguarded  under  any  form  of  illegal  entry  and  employment. 
It  forbids  any  employer  who  has  “wetback”  labor  in  his  employment 
from  obtaining  assistance  under  the  terms  of  this  legislation.  It  thus 
makes  it  distinctively  to  the  advantage  of  both  the  employer  and  the 
Mexican  worker  to  operate  on  an  entirely  legal  basis  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  bill. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  oj  the  House. 

o 
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If  that  were  the  case,  there  would  be 
no  reason,  as  a  matter  of  fairness,  why 
the  Senator  from  Connecticut  should  not 
be  a64g  to  defend  himself  by,  in  turn, 
criticizhjg  General  Groves.  What  is  fair 
for  one  would  seem  to  be  fair  for  the 
other.  \ 

Mr.  HICKEJJSTLOOPER.  Mr.  President, 
I  am  in  no  going  into  that  field. 
I  never  saw  a  statement  which  General 
Groves  ever  made  about  the  Senator 
from  Connecticut.  I  never  read  a  state¬ 
ment  of  that  character  if  he  made  one. 
I  do  not  know  that  he  participated  in  the 
political  campaign.  I  had  business  of 
my  own  to  which  I  was  attending  at  that 
time,  in  the  Middle  West,  so  I  simply  do 
not  know;  and  I  had  no  connection 
whatever  with  it.  I  care  not  what  kind 
of  rumpus  may  have  occurred  in  the 
election  situation,  if  there  was  any  rum¬ 
pus.  I  still  think,  if  it  occurred,  that 
political  turmoil  in  partisan  politics 
should  have  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  the  recitation  of  historical  facts. 
I  may  say  for  Gen.  Leslie  Groves  that 
no  one  has  ever  been  able  to  stand  in 
either  a  public  or  a  private  forum  and 
successfuly  impugn  the  high  degree  of 
his  integrity  or  his  great  ability.  The 
record  is  his  historical  justification  for 
the  great  job  he  did,  and  the  Congress 
of  the  United  States,  without  a  dissent¬ 
ing  vote  in  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate,  and  without  a  dis¬ 
senting  vote  in  the  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 
and  without  a  dissenting  vote  on  the 
floor  of  the  Senate,  and  without  a  dis¬ 
senting  vote  on  the  floor  of  the  House 
of  Representatves,  so  far  as  I  know,  in 
appreciation  and  recognition  of  the 
magnificent  and  unusual  job  which  Les¬ 
lie  Groves  did  in  the  time  of  our  greatest 
travail  and  emergency,  created  him  a 
lieutenant  general,  upon  retirement 
from  the  Army  of  the  United  States — 
a  rather  unique  and,  I  think,  a  rather 
fine  tribute  to  the  service  which  this 
man  rendered  to  his  country. 

Mr.  President,  let  me  say  this  in  all 
fairness,  because  it  is  my  opinion.  I 
think  Leslie  Groves  stepped  on  some  toes 
and  probably  some  pretty  sore  corns 
while  he  was  pushing  through,  with 
utmost  speed,  this  great  new  experiment 
energy.  He  is  not  a  physicist.  Of 
course,  he  cannot  go  into  the  laboratory 
to  make  an  atomic  bomb;  and  very  few 
physicists  can.  But  he  was  the 'admin¬ 
istrator  and  coordinator  whey  brought 
the  loose  ends  together.  He"  cut  Gov¬ 
ernment  red  tape.  He  was  given  a  mis¬ 
sion,  which  was  to  produce  a  bomb  as 
early  as  possible,  and  he  said,  “We  will 
have  it  by  mid  1945.!r  He  drove  the 
Manhattan  Project  mercilessly,  in  the 
jaws  of  war.  He  drove  it  to  create  this 
new  bomb,  which,  at  the  outset,  it  was 
thought  would  beneeded  to  end  the  war. 
It  was  not  necessarily  needed  when  it 
came  to  the  qild  of  the  war,  but  the  pur¬ 
pose  was  to/get  it  before  the  enemy  got 
it;  and  he  Stepped  on  some  toes,  I  think. 
He  created  some  animosities  perhaps 
within,  his  own  service,  and  certainly  he 
created  some  animosities  in  the  leisurely 
climate  which  is  characteristic  of  scien¬ 
tific  investigation  in  peacetime.  He 
made  the  scientists  work,  and  he  saw 


that  they  worked,  and  he  saw  that  the 
project  was  coordinated  and  developed. 

Mr.  President,  I  may  say  that  I  have 
no  special  friendship,  no  social  associa¬ 
tion  with  General  Groves.  I  probably 
have  seen  him  less  than  a  great  nuumber 
of  other  Senators,  and  every  time  I  have 
seen  him  it  has  been  strictly  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  atomic  business,  the  historical 
background,  or  some  suggestion  as  to  the 
operation  of  atomic  energy - 

Mr.  WELKER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  But  I  want  to 
say  that  I  have  the  highest  admiration 
for  him  as  a  great  soldier,  and  one  of 
the  greatest  soldier  administrators  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  United  States,  a  man  whose 
place  in  history  will  survive  the  very 
evident  coalition  of  attempted  defama¬ 
tion  which,  in  various  parts  of  the  coun¬ 
try,  has  from  time  to  time  arisen  to  take 
the  luster  of  public  accomplishment  off 
the  shield  of  his  honor.  I  believe  that 
that  luster  is  ineffaceable,  and  I  believe 
that  Leslie  Groves  will  continue  to  be 
recognized  as  a  great  American,  a  great 
patriot,  and  a  man  of  outstanding  abil¬ 
ity  in  the  public  service.  I  believe  that 
Leslie  Groves  will  continue  to  be  recog¬ 
nized  as  a  great  American,  a  great  pa¬ 
triot,  and  a  man  of  outstanding  ability 
in  public  service. 

I  yield  to  the  Senator  from  Idaho. 

Mr.  WELKER.  I  am  indebted  to  the 
distinguished  Senator  from  Iowa  for  his 
fine  tribute  to  this  great  soldier.  I  met 
General  Groves  only  once.  It  was  a 
personal  meeting,  which  lasted  approxi¬ 
mately  5  or  10  minutes.  I  should  like  to 
say  that  the  Senator  “from  Iowa  has  ren¬ 
dered  a  great  service  to  General  Groves 
and  to  all  the  military  men  of  the  Na¬ 
tion.  Yesterday  I  heard  the  character 
of  Leslie  Groves,  impliedly  and  expressly, 
maligned  and  slandered,  comparing  him 
to  Alger  Hiss  and  "William  Remington. 
I  suffered  when  I  heard  it.  I  am  grate¬ 
ful  to  the  Senator  because  he  has  told 
us  about  the  unanimous  vote  by  which 
the  rank  of  lieutenant  general  was  con¬ 
ferred  upon  General  Groves.  Never 
shall  I  vote  for  a  generalship  or  any 
other  rank  for  Alger  Hiss  or  William 
Remington  who,  at  times,  seem  to  .be 
commended  by  people  in  high  places  in 
this  Government.  * 

Mr.  HICKENLOOPER.  The  Senator 
from  Idaho  is  vigorous,  and  he  has  a 
method  of  expressing  his  thoughts 
which  certainly  is  salutary  and  which 
should  be  taken  to  heart  by  every  pa¬ 
triotic  American  citizen.  I  will  say  to 
the  Senator  that  I  would  have  spoken 
about  this  matter  yesterday.  I  am  very 
sorry  the  Senator  from  Connecticut 
[Mr.  McMahon]  is  not  present  at  this 
time.  I  did  not  know  he  was  going  to  be 
absent.  The  minority  leader  came  to 
me  as  the  Senator  from  Connecticut  was 
closing  his  remarks  and  inquired  wheth¬ 
er  I  expected  to  discuss  the  question.  I 
said,  “Yes;  I  think  it  has  got  to  be  dis¬ 
cussed.  There  is  a  misunderstanding  as 
to  the  facts,  and  it  must  be  discussed.” 

He  said,  “Will  you  wait  until  we  con¬ 
clude  the  consideration  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  report?  I  do  not  know  how  long 
you  will  speak  if  you  get  the  floor  on  this 
matter.” 


7695 

I  said,  “I  shall  be  delighted  to  delay 
my  statement.  It  is  a  matter  which  can 
be  taken  up  at  any  time.  The  confer¬ 
ence  report  and  the  resolution  are  im¬ 
portant.” 

So  I  did  not  discuss  the  question  at 
that  time.  I  meant  to  bow  out  so  that 
the  conference  reports  and  resolutions 
could  be  considered.  I  was  outside  in 
the  hall,  expecting  to  discuss  the  matter 
last  night,  when  the  bells  for  the  recess 
rang.  I  rushed  to  the  floor  but  it  was 
too  late.  So  I  have  taken  the  first  op¬ 
portunity  today  to  discuss  the  question. 

The  Senator  from  Louisiana,  who  was 
here  a  moment  ago,  asked  me  a  question 
which  I  do  not  think  I  have  yet  an¬ 
swered.  I  think  this  might  as  well  be 
said  now  as  at  any  other  time.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  asked  me  whether 
secrets  had  been  stolen  or  purloined 
since  the  Manhattan  District  went  out 
of  existence.  I  shall  only  say  that  there 
have  been  a  disquieting  number  of  dis¬ 
appearances  still  unaccounted  for  in 
atomic  energy  plants.  I  shall  not  say 
whether  they  have  been  channeled  di¬ 
rectly  to  an  enemy,  but  I  say  that  there 
have  been  mysterious  disappearances 
still  unaccounted  for.  I  cannot  go  fur¬ 
ther  in  my  answer  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  President,  I  did  not  intend  to  take 
so  much  time  of  the  Senate.  I  feel  that 
in  war,  in  emergency,  and  in  the  ten¬ 
sions  of  seeking  victory  many  things  are 
done  which,  looking  back,  might  well 
have  been  done  in  some  other  way.  I 
have  been  the  first  to  admit  that  there 
was  waste  in  the  Manhattan  District  op¬ 
erations.  I  have  been  one  of  the  first  to 
admit  that  there  is  waste  in  the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission  operations.  The 
Manhattan  district,  however,  had  a  rec¬ 
ord  of  spending  less  than  $2,000,000,000. 
It  started  from  almost  a  pioneering  the¬ 
ory.  There  had  been  some  laboratory 
work  done  on  a  minor  scale.  It  spent 
less  than  $2,000,000,000,  and  within 
a  little  more  than  2  years’  time  it 
produced  the  first  successful  atomic 
bombs,  after  learning  how  to  produce 
fissionable  material  in  four  different 
ways.  Since  that  time  we  have  been 
spending — depending  on  whese  pencil 
we  use  and  what  kind  of  bookkeeping  we 
employ,  whether  it  is  double-entry,  tri¬ 
ple-entry,  quadruple-entry,  or  single¬ 
entry  bookkeeping — we  have  been 
spending  many  billion  dollars  a  year. 
Any  agency  that  starts  from  scratch, 
with  an  expenditure  of  less  than  $2,000,- 
000,000,  proves  the  atomic  fission  proc¬ 
ess,  and  lays  out  the  whole  field  cf 
atomic  energy,  including  blueprints  for 
development  which  have  not  yet  been 
attained  in  atomic  energy,  merits  the 
praise,  the  gratitude,  and  the  fair  and 
honorable  commendation  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people. 

Gen.  Leslie  Groves  has  received  that 
commendation  from  the  American  peo¬ 
ple.  In  their  hearts  and  minds  I  think 
his  position  as  an  administrator  for  his 
country  at  the  time  of  its  greatest  need 
is  secure. 

SUPPLYING  OF  AGRiCULTURAL  WORK¬ 
ERS  FROM  MEXICO — CONFERENCE  RE¬ 
PORT 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of 
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conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  and  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  its  immediate 
consideration. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Johnson  of  Texas  in  the  chair).  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read. 

(For  conference  report,  see  today’s 
proceedings  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives,  pp.  7715-7717.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  immediate  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  as 
the  clerk  has  just  indicated,  the  confer¬ 
ence  report  has  been  signed  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  every  member  of  the  confer¬ 
ence.  The  bill  itself,  as  it  came  from  the 
Senate,  was  accepted  by  the  House  con¬ 
ferees  with  but  two  major  changes.  The 
first  change  from  the  Senate  version  is 
the  elimination  of  the  so-called  Douglas 
amendment.  It  will  be  recalled  that  the 
House  had  a  companion  bill  before  it  for 
some  time.  After  it  was  considered  by 
the  Agriculture  Committee  of  the  House, 
a  rule  could  not  be  obtained  for  a  long 
time  because  of  the  presence  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill  of  the  so-called  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment.  Finally  a  rule  was  obtained,  and 
during  the  consideration  of  the  bill  by 
the  House  the  so-called  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment  was  ruled  out  on  a  point  of  order, 
and  the  House  adopted  its  own  bill, 
which  differs  somewhat  from  the  Senate 
bill. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  WELKER.  Will  the  Senator  tell 
us  briefly  what  the  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment  is? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  made  it  a  felony 
for  any  employer  in  the  United  States 
to  employ  a  wetback  knowingly,  that  is, 
to  employ  a  Mexican  who  crossed  over 
the  border  without  any  right  to  do  so. 

It  is  my  considered  judgment  that  the 
bill  as  approved  by  the  conferees  will  go 
far  toward  curbing  the  wetback  prob¬ 
lem.  I  have  no  doubt  about  that. 
There  is  before  the  Senate  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary  a  bill  which  incorpo¬ 
rates  the  so-called  Douglas  amendment. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment  is  derived  from  the  bill  just  re¬ 
ferred  to,  which  I  introduced  several 
weeks  ago.  I  have  the  assurance  of  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Judiciary 
Committee  [Mr.  McC arran]  that  my  bill, 
which  deals  with  the  problem  along  the 
line  suggested  by  the  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment,  will  soon  receive  consideration. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MILLIKIN.  Has  the  Douglas 
amendment  been  taken  out  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  That  was  the 
only  way  we  could  obtain  a  bill.  We 
tried  very  hard,  but  to  no  avail,  and  I 
thought  it  wise  to  make  every  effort  to 
get  an  agreement  with  the  House  and 


to  obtain  consideration  of  the  report 
today. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  In  a  moment. 

There  is  a  second  major  provision 
which  the  House  seriously  objected  to  in 
the  Senate  bill.  That  relates  to  certifi¬ 
cation  as  to  the  need  for  Mexican  work¬ 
ers  on  a  national  basis.  It  will  be  re¬ 
called  that  the  bill,  as  originally  intro¬ 
duced  in  the  Senate,  provided  that  certi¬ 
fication  was  to  be  made  on  a  State  basis, 
but  on  the  Senate  floor  an  amendment 
was  adopted  requiring  certification  on  a 
national  basis.  The  House  had  it  on  a 
regional  basis.  So  the  House  agreed  to 
strike  from  the  bill  its  own  provision 
about  certification  on  a  regional  basis, 
and  accepted  our  provision  of  having  it 
on  a  national  basis.  That  is,  the  certi¬ 
fication  would  be  made  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PIUMPHREY.  In  other  words  the 
amendment  which  requires  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  to  ascertain  whether  there  is 
domestic  supply  available  is  retained  in 
the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  And  he  must  make 
a  certification  of  that  after  proper  hear¬ 
ing? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Section  503  of  the 
original  bill  provided  that  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  must  make  two  determina¬ 
tions — 

That  (1)  sufficient  domestic  workers  who 
are  able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  not  avail¬ 
able  at  the  time  and  place  needed  to  per¬ 
form  the  work  for  which  such  workers  are 
to  be  employed,  (2)  the  employment  of  such 
workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages 
and  working  conditions  of  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  similarly  employed. 

There  is  also  contained  in  the  bill  a 
third  requirement,  which  was  adopted 
at  the  insistence  of  the  Senator  from 
Minnesota,  which  provides: 

And  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made 
to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such  em¬ 
ployment  at  wages  and  standard  hours  of 
work  comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign 
workers. 

So  all  those  requirements  must  be  met 
before  the  Secretary  of  Labor  can  certify 
that  Mexican  workers  are  needed. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  Does  the  Senator 
feel  that  the  bill  is  a  decided  improve¬ 
ment  over  the  present  noncontrol  system 
that  we  have? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  is  absolutely 
no  question  about  it.  As  I  indicated  a 
moment  ago,  what  prompted  the  Senate 
conferees  to  agree  to  the  elimination  of 
the  so-called  Douglas  amendment  was 
that  it  made  the  adoption  of  the  bill  by 
the  House  certain.  Under  the  bill  our 
Government  is  permitted  to  engage  with 
the  Mexican  Government  in  recruitment 
and  guaranteeing  of  contracts,  all  of 
which  will  go  far  toward  curbing  the  wet¬ 
back  problem.  I  have  no  doubt  but  that 
if  the  program  can  be  in  operation  for 
the  2V2  years  as  authorized  by  the  bill, 
we  can  then  have  enacted  the  so-called 
Douglas  amendment  through  a  bill  which 


I  now  have  before  the  Committee  on  the 
Judiciary  for  consideration. 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  In  other  words,  I 
understand  that  the  Senator  will  press 
for  the  passage  of  his  bill,  which  later 
on  was  made  the  Douglas  amendment. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor- 

Mr.  HUMPHREY.  That  is  the  only 
way  we  can  handle  the  wetback  problem 
and  handle  it  effectively,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Oh  yes,  I  have  no 
doubt  about  that.  That  is  what  prompt¬ 
ed  me  to  introduce  the  bill  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield  for  a  ques¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  may  point  out  that, 
in  my  opinion,  the  adoption  of  the  Doug¬ 
las  amendment  was  more  for  its  effect 
upon  the  public  sentiment  than  for  prac¬ 
tical  value.  Under  the  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment  it  would  have  to  be  proved  that  a 
man  knew  he  was  employing  a  wetback 
when  he  employed  him,  and  that  would 
be  very  difficult  to  do.  In  fact  I  know  of 
no  employer  who  would  go  into  court 
and  say  that  he  knew  it.  So  I  think  it 
would  have  been  very  difficult  ever  to 
have  obtained  a  conviction  under  the 
Douglas  amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Is  the  Senate  to  under¬ 
stand  that  the  only  difference  between 
the  proposed  legislation  as  reported  by 
the  Committee  on  Agriculture  and  For¬ 
estry  and  as  amended  in  the  Senate,  and 
the  version  adopted  by  the  House  is  the 
elimination  of  the  Douglas  amendment? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  There  are  sev¬ 
eral,  more  or  less,  minor  disagreements 
which  were  reconciled. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  explain  those  to  the  Senate? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes;  gladly.  I  was 
about  to  do  so.  It  will  be  recalled  that 
the  Senate  version  contained  a  provi¬ 
sion  that  a  contract  between  the  Mexican 
workers  and  United  States  employers 
could  not  be  made  unless  the  workers 
were  in  the  United  States  under  legal 
entry.  The  House  sought  to  strike  that 
provision,  but  finally  agreed  to  let  that 
provision  remain  in  the  bill  with  a  fur¬ 
ther  amendment.  The  House  conferees 
explained  to  us  that  there  were  quite  a 
few  families  living  on  the  border  that 
had  been  there  for  many  years,  some  of 
them  for  10  years,  who  had  entered  the 
country  illegally  long  ago,  and  that  it 
might  be  unjust  to  make  the  provision 
apply  to  those  people.  So  we  agreed  to 
amend  the  section  to  this  effect — and  I 
will  read  the  provision;  it  is  self-explan¬ 
atory: 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized— 

(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including  any 
such  workers  who  have  resided  in  the  United 
States  for  the  preceding  5  years,  or  who  are 
temporarily  in  the  United  States  under  legal 
entry) . 

In  other  words,  any  person  from  M6k« 
ico  in  the  United  States  who  has  been 
here  for  less  than  5  years,  in  order  to  be 
able  to  be  contracted  under  this  program 
must  be  here  under  legal  entry.  But  if 
he  has  been  here  for  a  period  of  over 
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5  years,  then  it  is  necessary  for  him  to 
obtain  the  approval  of  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  if  he  wishes  to  be  employed 
under  this  program.  That  is  one  of  the 
changes  that  was  made. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Do  I  understand  cor¬ 
rectly  from  the  Senator’s  statement  that 
a  considerable  number  of  Mexicans  have 
been  residents  of  this  country  illegally 
for  more  than  5  years? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Oh,  yes.  There  are 
such  people  all  along  the  border,  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  and  in 
Texas.  They  have  been  residing  in  the 
United  States  for  a  long  time,  and  many 
of  them  are  living  on  farms  located  along 
the  border. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  If  they  are  here  ille¬ 
gally,  why  are  they  permitted  to  remain? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Well,  they  have  been 
living  here  for  so  long  they  have  become 
a  part  of  the  population  in  that  area. 
The  House  conferees  felt  that  a  grave 
injustice  would  probably  be  done  to  those 
people  who  have  been  living  in  the  United 
States  for  so  long.  Many  of  them  have 
children  who  were  born  in  the  United 
States  and  who  are  now  citizens.  I  re¬ 
peat,  what  we  did  was  to  provide  that  in 
order  for  them  to  be  able  to  be  employed 
under  this  program  it  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  that  they  obtain  the  consent  of  the 
Mexican  Government  before  a  contract 
of  employment  could  be  entered  into. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  Senator  from  Lou¬ 
isiana  pointed  out  that  some  of  those 
affected  were  old  people,  living  with  their 
children,  who  were  American  citizens, 
but  that  the  old  people  themselves  had 
never  been  naturalized,  and  apparently 
the  Immigration  Service  has  been  over¬ 
looking  such  cases.  However,  I  cannot 
conceive  of  the  Mexican  Government 
contracting  for  the  labor  of  people  who 
have  been  living  in  the  United  States  for 
the  past  10,  15,  or  20  years,  and  who  have 
no  intention  ever  to  go  back  to  Mexico, 
unless  deported. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mir.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  It  occurs  to  the  Senator 
from  South  Dakota  that  it  is  a  bit  para¬ 
doxical  for  the  Congress  to  be  passing 
legislation  which  is  to  be  of  specific  bene¬ 
fit  to  people  who  are  living  illegally  in 
the  United  States.  Seemingly  there  is  a 
breakdown  some  place  in  Government  if 
such  a  condition  is  permitted  to  continue. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  do  not  say  that 
we  are  passing  legislation  for  the  benefit 
of  people  who  have  not  complied  with 
the  immigration  laws.  People  who  have 
lived  here  for  the  period  described  can 
apply  for  naturalization.  They  do  not 
become  citizens  under  the'  pending 
measure. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  understand  the  per¬ 
sons  in  question  are  not  here  through 
legal  entry. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  came  here 
years  ago  when  the  laws  were  not  so 
stringent.  The  proposed  legislation 


would  not  legalize  such  entry.  The  only 
way  they  could  be  employed  under  this 
program  would  be  by  virtue  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  between  our  country  and  Mexico. 
It  could  not  be  done  otherwise. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Does  the  proposed 
legislation  legalize  such  entry? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  No.  The  only  thing 
it  deals  with  is  the  matter  of  employ¬ 
ment.  It  does  not  deal  with  these  people 
becoming  citizens.  They  would  have  to 
conform  to  our  immigration  laws  to  be¬ 
come  citizens. 

Mr.  President,  it  will  be  recalled  that 
the  maximum  amount  that  each  em¬ 
ployer  was  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  trans-. 
porting  workers  within  Mexico  to  a  point 
on  the  border  was  fixed  by  the  Senate  at 
$20.  The  House  fixed  it  at  $10,  so  we 
compromised  and  made  it  $15.  The  re¬ 
quirement  in  the  Senate  bill  that  a  Mexi¬ 
can  must  be  apprehended  in  the  United 
States  before  an  employer  could  be  made 
to  pay  his  transportation  to  Mexico  was 
eliminated.  The  House  conferees  took 
the  position  that  it  would  stand  as  an 
open  invitation  for  employers  to  induce 
Mexicans  to  leave  the  farm  in  the  hope 
that  they  would  reach  Mexico  in  some 
way. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  may  I  ask 
a  question? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  THYE.  What  was  done  with  the 
proposal  for  regional  and  district  cen¬ 
ters?  We  were  contemplating  one  in 
the  Northwest. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  provision  was 
not  in  the  bill.  It  was  not  agreed  to  by 
the  Senate  or  the  House. 

Mr.  THYE.  It  was  under  discussion 
before  the  Senate  committee.  We  dis¬ 
cussed  the  possibility  of  establishing  such 
centers. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  subject  was  not 
in  conference. 

Mr.  THYE.  So  there  is  no  provision 
in  the  bill  to  establish  regional  offices 
for  the  purpose  of  recruiting? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect  That  issue  was  not  involved  in 
either  bill,  and  was  therefore  not  in 
conference. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  It  was  proposed  and 
killed  in  the  Senate. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes,  as  I  previously 
indicated. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  wanted  to  make  certain 
whether  any  provision  comparable  to 
that  had  entered  into  the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  -No. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  As  I  understand, 
the  Douglas  amendment  was  eliminated 
by  the  conferees,  and  is  not  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

air.  McCLELLAN.  What  is  the  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  con¬ 
ferees  with  reference  to  the  liability  of 
farmers  for  those  who  skip? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  farmer  will  be 
responsible  for  the  cost  of  transporta¬ 
tion  from  the  point  of  entry  into  the 


United  States  to  the  farm  and  return. 
That  provision  has  not  been  changed. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  I  mean  those  who 
skip  after  they  are  under  contract. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  United  States 
Government  will  have  to  pay  any  costs 
above  what  would  have  been  the  cost  of 
returning  the  worker  to  the  reception 
center  if  he  had  not  left  his  place  of 
employment. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  there  any  cost 
assessed  against  the  farmer  when  they 
are  apprehended  and  deported? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  only  cost  will 
be  what  it  would  have  cost  to  return  the 
employee  from  the  employer’s  farm  to 
the  point  of  employment  on  the  Mexican 
border. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  That  is,  the  actual 
cost? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  normal  cost. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Is  that  cost  as¬ 
sessed  against  the  farmer  prior  to  the 
apprehension  of  the  employee  who  skips, 
or  only  after  he  is  apprehended? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  would  apply  re¬ 
gardless  of  anprehension. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  In  other  words, 
the  farmer  must  pay  if  they  skip,  al¬ 
though  he  has  no  control  over  them? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  However,  he  is  not  obligated  to 
put  up  a  bond,  as  before,  nor  pay  the 
cost  of  apnrehending  him. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  He  is  not  required 
to  furnish  bond,  but  he  is  obligated  to 
pay  the  normal  cost  of  transportation  pf 
the  employee  back  to  the  point  of  entry? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect.  That  is  what  the  bill  provided 
when  it  passed  the  House  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  conferees  agreed  to  it. 

Mr.  President,  there  is  another  change 
which  I  should  like  to  call  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  Senate.  In  the  definition  of 
“agricultural  employment”  the  House 
insisted  on  including:  “horticultural 
employment,  cotton  ginning,  compress¬ 
ing,  and  storing,  the  crushing  of  oil 
seeds,  and  the  packing,  canning,  freez¬ 
ing,  drying,  or  other  processing  of  perish¬ 
able  or  seasonable  agricultural  products.” 

The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  the 
amendment,  for  the  simple  reason  that 
it  was  felt  that,  since  certification  of 
need  was  to  be  made  on  a  national  basis, 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  if  the  three 
requirements  in  the  bill  which  I  previ¬ 
ously  read  were  fulfilled  there  would  be 
sufficient  safeguards  to  protect  domes¬ 
tic  labor. 

The  Senate  conferees  agreed  to  extend 
the  provisions  of  the  bill  to  December 
31,  1953,  instead  of  1952  as  provided  for 
in  the  Senate  bill. 

Mr.  President,  if  there  are  any  fur¬ 
ther  questions  I  shall  be  glad  to  make 
further  explanation. 

I  move  the  adoption  of  the  conference 
report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  THYE.  Mr.  President,  I  should 
like  to  ask  one  further  question. 

How  much  difference  is  there  between 
the  conference  report  and  the  law  which 
was  in  existence  last  year?  What  are 
the  fundamental  differences  which  are 
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written  into  the  proposed  new  law,  be¬ 
yond  the  law  which  was  on  the  statute 
books  a  year  ago? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  There  was  no  law 
previously.  It  was  done  by  mutual  con¬ 
tract  between  United  States  employers 
and  the  Mexican  Government. 

Mr.  THYE.  There  had  to  be  a  law 
which  permitted  such  mutual  agreement. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  It  was  done  under 
our  naturalization  and  immigration 
laws.  As  I  understand  it,  authority  had 
to  be  obtained  from  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  to  permit  an  employer  or  an  or¬ 
ganization  that  recruited  labor,  to  go  to 
Mexico  and  enter  into  an  agreement 
directly  with  the  Mexican  employees. 

Mr.  THYE.  That  is  the  question 
which  will  arise  in  the  mind  of  the  pro¬ 
ducer  who  is  depending  on  off-shore 
labor.  He  will  ask  immediately,  “What 
is  the  provision  in  this  law  which  is  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  regulations  imposed  on 
me  in  acquiring  off-shore  labor  in  the 
past?”  Can  employers  go  to  Jamaica 
and  get  help? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Let  me  say  to  my 
good  friend  that  so  far  as  Jamaica,  the 
Bahamas,  and  Canada  are  concerned, 
the  law  is  not  changed.  This  bill  ap¬ 
plies  strictly  and  solely  to  Mexican  labor. 
The  method  now  in  force  for  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  off-shore  labor,  with  respect  to 
Jamaica  or  any  other  area,  is  through 
contracts  between  the  employer  in  our 
country  and  workers  living  in  the  off¬ 
shore  areas. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  wished  to  make  certain 
about  it,  so  that  those  who  examine  the 
record  will  know  specifically  that  they 
may  proceed  to  Jamaica  or  any  other 
place,  as  they  have  done  in  past  years, 
and  that  this  provision  relates  only  to 
the  question  of  Mexican  labor. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  The  Senator  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  THYE.  I  wanted  to  be  sure  that 
the  record  showed  that  fact. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  glad  to  have 
the  Senator  raise  the  question. 

Mr.  THYE.  Many  of  the  employers 
in  the  northwestern  area  have  not  been 
going  to  Mexico  to  get  workers.  They 
have  been  going  to  the  islands. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  glad  to  have 
the  Senator  raise  the  issue,  even  though 
the  question  was  thoroughly  discussed 
and  debated  when  the  Senate  considered 
the  bill  in  its  original  form. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  In  that  connection,  I 
should  like  to  ask  the  distinguished 
Senator  from  Louisiana,  the  chairman 
of  the  committee,  who  went  to  a  con¬ 
ference  in  Mexico  to  try  to  establish 
mutually  agreeable  relationships  be¬ 
tween  Mexico  and  the  United  States, 
whether  in  his  opinion  the  bill  as  it  now 
comes  back  from  conference  is  in  such 
form  that  it  will  be  acceptable  to  the 
Mexicans,  in  line  with  the  conferences 
which  were  held? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  think  so.  It  is 
not  all  that  they  asked,  to  be  perfectly 
frank,  but  it  is  the  best  we  could  obtain. 
I  believe  that  it  will  be  acceptable  to  the 
Mexican  Government,  because  it  repre¬ 


sents  an  improvement  over  the  situa¬ 
tion  which  has  prevailed  in  the  past. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Does  the  Senator  feel 
that  in  general  it  will  meet  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  Mexican  Government? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  am  reasonably 
certain  that  it  will. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  believe  that  our  Mex¬ 
ican  friends  have  wrestled  with  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  democracy  long  enough  to  realize 
that  we  do  not  always  get  100  percent  of 
what  we  want. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  made  it  plain  to 
them  that  I,  as  an  individual,  would 
cheerfully  make  every  effort  to  get  ap¬ 
proval  of  their  requests.  Among  the  re¬ 
quests  was  something  along  the  line  of 
the  so-called  Douglas  amendment. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  But  the  Senator  be¬ 
lieves  that  this  bill  fulfills  the  major 
purposes? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  They  wanted  to 
make  it  even  stronger. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  had  in  mind  particu¬ 
larly  the  objection  of  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  draining  away  people  just 
south  of  the  border. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  That  is  a  thing  with 
which  we  shall  still  have  to  settle.  I  am 
convinced  that  the  proposed  law  will  per¬ 
mit  our  country  to  enter  into  more  work¬ 
able  agreements,  agreements  which  will 
have  a  greater  chance  of  solving  the  wet¬ 
back  problem.  As  I  stated  when  the  bill 
was  considered  some  time  ago,  I  sympa¬ 
thize  with  the  Mexican  view.  The  econ¬ 
omy  of  Mexico  is  growing  by  leaps  and 
bounds.  Her  industries  are  developing, 
and,  of  course,  she  needs  a  great  many 
of  the  employees  who  come  to  our  coun¬ 
try.  Particularly  is  that  true  in  north¬ 
ern  Mexico.  The  difference  between 
wages  paid  in  the  United  States  and 
wages  in  Mexico  is  so  great  that  it  acts  as 
an  inducement  for  Mexican  laborers  to 
leave  their  own  country  and  come  here. 
There  is  no  doubt  about  that.  Realizing 
that  situation,  the  Mexican  Government 
is  very  anxious  that  a  bill  similar  to  the 
one  now  being  considered  be  enacted. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield? 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  distinguished 
Senator  from  South  Dakota  inquired 
about  the  Mexican  Government’s  satis¬ 
faction  with  the  law.  Of  course  I  wish 
to  satisfy  the  Mexican  Government  as 
much  as  I  can.  I  am  also  interested  in 
knowing  whether  the  American  farmers, 
who  expect  to  get  this  labor,  are  also 
generally  satisfied  with  the  bill. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  I  would  say  they  are. 
The  main  objections  that  we  heard  with 
reference  to  the  present  method  of  em¬ 
ploying  Mexican  labor  centered  around 
the  requirement — the  bond  provision — 
with  which  the  Senator  is  familiar. 
Those  objections  have  been  eliminated. 
Another  objection  was  with  reference  to 
making  it  necessary  for  our  own  citizens 
to  go  into  Mexico  to  recruit  labor.-  Un¬ 
der  the  bill  the  Mexican  labor  would  be 
selected  by  Government  officials  in  Mex¬ 
ico  and  brought  from  certain  points  in 
Mexico  to  recruiting  centers  in  the 
United  States.  At  such  recruiting  cen¬ 
ters  our  employers  will  bargain  with  the 
Mexican  laborers. 


That  is  a  provision  which  employers, 
generally  speaking,  desire.  It  will  elim¬ 
inate  quite  a  lot  of  expense  and  it  may 
be  possible  to  obtain  the  services  of  a 
better  class  of  Mexicans. 

Mr.  McCLELLAN.  The  senior  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Louisiana  is  very  much  inter¬ 
ested  in  the  problem,  and  I  know  he  has 
worked  very  faithfully  in  order  to  get  a 
good  bill.  I  thought  I  understood  him 
to  say  a  minute  ago  that  the  bill  is  a  de¬ 
cided  improvement  over  the  present 
method,  under  which  we  have  operated 
so  far. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Yes.  I  desire  to 
state  that  I  honestly  and  sincerely  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  is  the  best  that  could  be 
obtainable  under  the  circumstances. 

Mr.  President,  I  should  like  to  have 
incorporated  as  part  of  my  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  Record  a  memoran¬ 
dum  showing  in  detail  the  changes  made 
in  conference,  and  the  statement  of  £he 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
George  in  the  chair).  Is  there  ob¬ 
jection? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  memo¬ 
randum  and  statement  were  ordered  to 
be  printed  in  the  Record,  as  follows: 
Changes  Made  in  Conference  to  S.  984  as 
Passed  by  the  Senate  June  29,  1951 

1.  On  page  2,  line  2,  after  the  word  “work¬ 
ers”  insert  “who  have  resided  in  the  United 
States  for  the  preceding  5  years,  or  who  are." 
A  large  number  of  Mexicans  have  lived  in 
the  United  States  for  many  years  and  have 
become  permanent  members  of  their  com¬ 
munities,  although  they  entered  the  coun¬ 
try  illegally  in  the  first  place.  They  are 
to  be  distinguished  from  the  so-called  wet¬ 
back  who  simply  comes  into  the  country 
for  a  short  period  of  time  and  then  returns 
to  Mexico.  This  amendment  would  make 
them  eligible  for  recruitment  under  the 
program  authorized  by  the  bill,  but  the  bill 
also  provides  that  such  an  arrangement  will 
be  subject  to  agreement  between  the  Gov¬ 
ernments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 

2.  On  page  3,  line  16,  strike  out  the  figure 
“$20”  and  insert  the  figure  “$15.”  This 
amendment  would  reduce  the  maximum  re¬ 
imbursement  to  the  Government  by  employ¬ 
ers  for  transportation  and  subsistence  of 
workers  from  $20  to  $15. 

3.  On  page  3,  lines  20  and  21,  strike  out 
“and  is  apprehended  within  the  United 
States.”  This  amendment  provides  in  the 
case  of  a  worker  not  being  returned  to  the 
reception  center  in  accordance  with  the  in¬ 
dividual  work  contract,  that  the  employer 
would  pay  an  amount  equal  to  the  normal 
cost  of  returning  such  worker  from  the  place 
of  employment  to  the  reception  center. 
The  bill  as  passed  by  the  Senate  would  have 
provided  that  such  reimbursement  would 
be  made  only  if  the  worker  were  appre¬ 
hended  within  the  United  States. 

4.  On  page  4,  line  16,  after  the  word  “in”, 
insert  “for  not  less  than  the  preceding  5 
years  or.”  This  amendment  corresponds  to 
the  amendment  made  on  page  2  concerning 
those  Mexicans  who  have  resided  in  the 
country  for  a  long  period  of  time. 

5.  On  page  6,  line  18,  strike  out  the  period 
and  insert  the  following:  “horticultural  em¬ 
ployment,  cotton  ginning,  compressing  and 
storing,  crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and  the  pack¬ 
ing,  canning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other  proc¬ 
essing  of  perishable  or  seasonable  agricul¬ 
tural  products.”  This  amendment  provides 
that  Mexicans  could  be  employed  in  the 
above  occupations  in  addition  to  the  types 
of  work  defined  as  “agricultural  employ- 
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ment”  in  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938  and  the  Internal  Revenue  Code. 

6.  On  page  6,  beginning  on  line  12,  strike 
out  section  509.  This  amendment  would 
strike  out  the  Senate  provision  making  em¬ 
ployment  of  any  Mexican  alien  not  lawfully 
within  the  United  States  a  felony  and  pun¬ 
ishable  by  a  fine  not  exceeding  $2,000  or  im¬ 
prisonment  for  a  term  not  exceeding  a  year, 
or  both,  for  each  alien  so  employed. 

7.  On  page  8,  line  9,  strike  out  the  figure 
“1952”  and  insert  “1953.”  This  amendment 
would'  extend  the  termination  date  from 
December  31,  1952,  to  December  31,  1953. 

Statement  of  Managers  on  the  Part  of 

the  House 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
House  to  the  bill  S.  934,  to  amend  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  submit  the  following 
statement  in  explanation  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference 
report. 

The  House  amendment  to  the  bill  struck 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  in¬ 
serted  in  lieu  thereof  the  text  of  the  House 
bill  (H.  R.  3283),  which  had  been  adopted 
by  the  House  as  reported  by  the  Committee 
on  Agriculture. 

The  bill  as  agreed  upon  by  the  committee 
of  conference  and  recommended  in  the  ac¬ 
companying  report  is  a  substitute  in  lieu  of 
the  amendment  made  by  the  House  to  the 
Senate  bill.  In  the  main  it  adopts  most  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill  with  the 
exception  of  section  509,  which  has  been 
eliminated  from  the  substitute  agreed  upon 
by  the  committee  of  conference. 

GENERAL  STATEMENT 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  authorize 
and  implement  an  agreement  with  Mexico 
under  which  Mexican  agricultural  workers 
may  be  available  when  needed  and,  when 
such  workers  are  not  available  from  the  do¬ 
mestic  labor  force,  to  assist  in  growing,  har¬ 
vesting,  and  preparing  for  consumption 
crops  grown  in  the  United  States.  It  is  a 
bill  which  is  of  great  interest  and  benefit  to 
the  consumer,  as  well  as  to  the  farmer  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  production  of  these  crops,  for, 
with  the  exception  of  cotton  and  sugar 
beets,  almost  all  of  the  crops  on  which  it  is 
expected  such  labor  may  be  needed  are  crops 
such  as  fruits  and  vegetables  which  move 
directly  to  the  consumer.  If  there  is  in¬ 
sufficient  labor  to  tend  or  harvest  these  crops, 
causing  even  a  temporary  shortage  or  dis¬ 
ruption  of  their  movement  to  market,  this  is 
a  situation  which  is  certain  to  be  felt  im¬ 
mediately  by  consumers  in  the  form  of  di¬ 
minished  supplies  of  such  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  and  higher  prices  for  those  which  are 
on  the  market.  It  is  essential  to  the  stabili¬ 
zation  of  our  economy  that  these  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  be  brought  to  market  in 
sufficient  volume  to  maintain  stability  of 
supplies  and  prices. 

Differences  between  the  House  bill  and  the 
bill  agreed  upon  by  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  and  recommended  in  the  accom¬ 
panying  report  are  explained  below: 

SECTION  SOI 

The  only  change  in  this  section  is  in  sub¬ 
section  (1)  where  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  has  adopted  the  Senate  language  re¬ 
quiring  that  workers  eligible  for  employment 
under  this  bill  shall  be  in  the  United  States 
under  legal  entry  and  has  added  a  provision 
which  will  permit  also  the  hiring  of  any 
Mexican  national  who  has  resided  in  the 
United  States  for  the  previous  5  years.  This 
will  prevent  the  hiring  of  so-called  wet¬ 
backs  under  the  contracts  authorized  by  this 
bill  but  will  permit  those  Mexicans  who  ac¬ 
tually  have  lived  for  many  years  in  the 
United  States,  even  though  their  entry  might 


not  have  conformed  to  legal  requirements,  to 
obtain  agricultural  work.  The  committee  of 
conference  believes  that  this  provision  is 
necessary  in  essential  justice  to  the  many 
Mexicans  who,  because  of  the  closeness  of 
Mexico  and  the  United  States  and  the  tra¬ 
ditional  freedom  of  movement  across  the 
border,  may  have  entered  the  United  States 
without  complying  with  immigration  formal¬ 
ities,  but  who  have  been  for  many  years 
continuous  and  useful  residents  in  the 
United  States.  It  should  be  remembered 
that  even  though  such  Mexicans  may  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  provision  and  be 
acceptable  to  their  American  employers, 
they  still  cannot  be  contracted  without  the 
consent  of  the  Mexican  Government. 

SECTION  502 

In  subsection  (2)  the  amount  “$10”  is 
changed  to  “$15.” 

SECTION  503 

Two  changes  are  made  in  this  section: 

(1)  The  committee  of  conference  has 
accepted  the  Senate  requirement  that  the 
determination  as  to  the  availability  of 
domestic  workers  for  agricultural  purposes 
shall  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor, 
instead  of  by  the  Regional  Director,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Employment  Security,  United  States 
Department  of  Labor  for  the  area  involved, 
as  provided  in  the  House  bill.  This  appears 
to  the  committee  of  conference  to  be  a 
relatively  minor  change,  since  the  Regional 
Director  works  under  and  by  delegation  of 
authority  from  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and 
it  is  assumed  by  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  that,  inasmuch  as  time  is  frequently 
of  the  essence  in  the  hiring  of  agricultural 
labor  and  harvesting  of  agricultural  crops, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  will  delegate  to  the 
Regional  Director  the  authority  to  make 
these  determinations  where  the  time  ele¬ 
ment  is  important  and  where  reference  to 
the  Secretary  himself  would  entail  any 
measurable  delay. 

(2)  The  committee  of  conference  also 
accepted  the  provision  of  the  Senate  bill 
requiring  that  the  Secretary  of  labor  must 
certify  before  foreign  labor  may  be  utilized 
under  the  terms  of  this  bill  that  reasonable 
efforts  have  been  made  to  attract  domestic 
workers  for  such  employment  at  wages  and 
standard  hours  of  work  comparable  to  those 
offered  to  foreign  workers. 

SECTION  504 

Two  changes  are  made  by  the  committee 
of  conference  in  this  section: 

(1)  On  page  4,  line  12  of  the  House  bill 
after  the  word  “in”  the  words  "for  not  less 
than  the  preceding  5  years  or”  have  been 
added.  This  is  the  same  change  made  in 
section  501  (1)  and  was  discussed  under 
the  amendments  to  that  section. 

(2)  The  conference  has  accepted  the  pro¬ 
viso  to  this  section  contained  in  the  Senate 
bill  which  provides  that  no  workers  shall 
be  made  available  under  the  terms  of  this 
bill  nor  permitted  to  remain  in  the  employ 
of  any  employer  who  is  using  “wetback” 
labor. 

SECTION  508 

In  this  section  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  has  accepted  the  House  language  of 
subsection  (1).  This  permits  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  workers  made  available  under  the 
bill  in  various  types  of  processing  plants 
which  are  intimately  related  to  and  con¬ 
nected  with  the  production  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  which  perform  functions 
which  must  be  carried  out  before  those  com¬ 
modities  can  be  made  available  for  use  or 
consumption.  Virtually  all  of  these  proc¬ 
essing  plants  are  located  actually  out  fn  the 
country  or  in  small  cities  and  towns  which, 
are  entirely  rural  in  character.  They  are 
affected  by  the  same  labor  conditions  which 
apply  to  the  farms,  orchards,  and  other  agri¬ 
cultural  operations  in  the  area.  In  those  few 
instances  where  processing  plants  of  this 


type  are  located  in  larger  cities — where  there 
might  be  presumed  to  be  some  supply  of 
domestic  labor  available — they  will  be  nec¬ 
essarily  removed  from  agricultural  area3  and 
environments  to  such  an  extent  that  the 
required  certification  by  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  that  domestic  labor  is  not  available 
will  in  most  instances  amount  to  a  certifi¬ 
cation  for  each  individual  plant. 

In  subsection  (2)  of  section  508  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  has  adopted  the  Senate 
language  which  requires  that  associations 
who  act  as  employers  under  the  terms  of  this 
bill  shall  be  acceptable  for  that  purpose  only 
if  the  individual  members  thereof  are  bound 
by  the  obligations  made  by  the  association 
or  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  such 
individual  liability  is  not  necessary. 

DOUGLAS  AMENDMENT 

The  committee  of  conference  has  elimi¬ 
nated  from  the  bill  section  509  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill.  It  has  done  this  on  the  grounds 
that  this  general  revision  of  the  immigration 
laws  is  not  germane  to  the  purpose  of  this 
bill,  which  is  that  of  providing  statutory  au¬ 
thority  for  the  use  of  Mexican  workers  under 
a  contractual  relationship  between  the 
United  States  and  Mexico  and  with  the  work¬ 
ers  themselves.  The  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  is  sympathetic  to  the  objectives  of  elim¬ 
inating  the  abuses  which  have  stemmed  from 
the  employment  of  wetback  labor.  It  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  bill  reported  herewith  will  go 
far  in  correcting  that  situation  and  that  any 
general  revision  of  the  immigration  laws 
which  may  be  necessary  to  further  improve 
this  situation  should  be  made  by  the  com¬ 
mittees  of  the  respective  Houses  having  a 
jurisdiction  over  that  subject  matter.  The 
committee  recognizes  as  a  matter  of  general 
knowledge  that  such  legislation  is  now  pend¬ 
ing  in  the  Senate  and  that  the  appropriate 
committee  of  the  House  has  undertaken 
hearings  and  investigations  for  the  purpose 
of  bringing  out  such  legislation  in  the  House 
if  it  is  found  to  be  necessary. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  bill  will, 
in  fact,  do  much  to  help  solve  this  vexing 
problem.  It  will  provide  an  open  door 
through  which  those  Mexicans  who  want  to 
work  in  the  United  States  can  enter  and  be 
employed  here  legally  under  terms  which 
will  safeguard  their  rights  and  their  inter¬ 
ests  in  a  manner  far  better  than  they  could 
ever  be  safeguarded  under  any  form  of  illegal 
entry  and  employment.  It  forbids  any  em¬ 
ployer  who  has  wetback  labor  in  his  employ¬ 
ment  from  obtaining  assistance  under  the 
terms  of  this  legislation.  It  thus  makes  it 
distinctly  to  the  advantage  of  both  the  em¬ 
ployer  and  the  Mexican  worker  to  operate  on 
an  entirely  legal  basis  under  the  provisions 
of  this  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  report. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  rise  to 
object  to  the  conference  report.  First 
I  ask  to  have  printed  in  the  body  of  the 
Record,  at  this  point  in  my  remarks,  an 
editorial  on  the  wetback  problem.  It  was 
published  in  the  San  Francisco  Chroni¬ 
cle  of  recent  date. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  editorial 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

An  Alien  Puzzle 

Striking  AFL  farm  labor  unionists  in  the 
Imperial  Valley  are  dramatizing  their  $l-an- 
hour  demands  in  a  conventional  wage  dis¬ 
pute  with  the  Imperial  Valley  Farmers’  As¬ 
sociation  by  an  interesting  stratagem.  They 
have  become  volunteer  enforcers  of  the  im¬ 
migration  laws  of  two  nations — Mexico  and 
the  United  States — and  pursuant  thereto  are 
rounding  up  some  300  Mexican  wetback 
laborers  daily  under  citizen  arrest. 

Since  a  wetback  is  by  definition  an  alien 
illegally  present  in  the  United  States,  the 
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farm  union  citizens  are  in  the  superficially 
impeccable  position  of  helping  Federal  of¬ 
ficers  to  enforce  the  United  States  law. 
Furthermore,  they  are  advertently  helping 
Mexican  consuls  to  enforce  both  Mexican 
laws,  which  condemns  illegal  passages  across 
the  international  border,  and  a  Mexican 
agreement  which  calls  for  the  clearance  of 
all  Mexican  nationals  from  a  labor  dispute 
zone. 

In  undertaking  the  function  of  sentinels 
for  the  sister  Republics,  however,  the  farm 
unions  strikers  are  treading  upon  a  highly 
delicate  and  immensely  complicated  inter¬ 
national  situation,  and  that  situation  is 
most  probably  not  going  to  be  helped  by  any 
such  self-interested  tactical  efforts  as  the 
strikers  are  using. 

Hungry,  jobless  Mexicans  become  “wet¬ 
backs”  by  swimming  across  canals  or  streams 
at  unguarded  border  points — or  by  walking 
over  the  border  dry-footed — in  search  of  rel¬ 
atively  well-paid  American  farm  jobs.  The 
annual  "wetback”  invasion  of  the  United 
States  is  tremendous;  its  extent  is  indicated 
by  the  fact  that  in  1950  some  565,000  “wet¬ 
backs”  were  deported  or  voluntarily  returned 
to  Mexico.  (Not  that  many  different  indi¬ 
viduals  were  deported,  since  a  considerable 
number  made  more  than  one  round  trip.) 
This  year  an  Immigration  Service  official  esti¬ 
mates,  the  captures  and  enforced  departures 
along  the  California,  Arizona,  New  Mexico, 
and  Texas  borders  may  reach  800,000. 

So  common  is  the  practice  of  “wetbacks” 
to  come  back  over  the  border  after  having 
been  deported  just  over  the  line  that  the 
Immigration  Service  has  inaugurated  an  air 
lift  from  the  Imperial  Valley,  employing  three 
chartered  planes  to  pick  up  the  “wetbacks” 
and  fly  them  1,100  miles  away  to  Guadala¬ 
jara.  “We  have  found  that  the  mere  shoving 
of  Mexicans  over  the  border  is  futile,”  says 
H.  R.  Landon,  regional  Immigration  Service 
Director  in  Los  Angeles.  “There  have  been 
instances  in  which  a  single  Mexican  laborer 
has  illegally  crossed  the  border  as  many  as 
six  times  in  1  day.  But  it’s  a  long  walk  from 
Guadalajara.” 

This  deportation  procedure  may  be  con¬ 
venient  to  the  purposes  of  the  Immigration 
Service,  but  it  raises  the  question  of  whether 
it  is  legal  to  air-lift  the  unlucky  “wetbacks” 
to  a  deep  interior  place,  instead  of  to  the 
point  of  their  illegal  entry.  We  find  the 
question  disturbing,  and  it  is  just  one  of  the 
disturbing  aspects  of  the  problem. 

Fundamentally,  the  illegal  Mexican  en¬ 
trants  are  responding  to  an  understandable 
economic  push.  As  the  President’s  Commis¬ 
sion  on  Migratory  Labor  recently  reported  in 
a  thorough  discussion  of  the  wetback 
problem,  farm  wages  in  the  north  of  Mexico, 
near  the  border,  are  only  about  69  cents  a 
day,  in  terms  of  United  States  money.  On. 
this  side,  wetbacks  make  around  25  cents 
an  hour  on  the  farms  of  the  Rio  Grande  Val¬ 
ley  in  Texas  and  around  40  cents  an  hour  in 
the  Imperial  Valley,  according  to  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  report.  These  are  sky-high  wages 
for  the  wetbacks  in  relation  to  what  they 
can  earn  at  home,  if  and  when  there  are 
jobs  there  at  all;  but  they  are  depressed 
wages  in  relation  to  the  general  American 
agricultural  pay  level.  That  is  a  big  ele¬ 
ment  in  the  hostility  of  the  Imperial  Valley 
citizen  strikers  toward  the  wetbacks. 

The  farmers  are  caught  between  their 
need  for  seasonal,  migratory  labor,  whether 
of  legal  or  illegal  origin,  and  their  natural 
desire  to  take  advantage  of  a  situation  tend¬ 
ing  toward  low  labor  costs.  The  wetback 
is  wage  exploitable  because,  as  an  ignorant 
alien  of  illegal  entry,  he  is  in  no  position 
to  complain  about  the  differential  between 
what  citizen  farm  laborers  earn  and  what 
he  gets. 

A  more  involved  conflict  of  economic  needs, 
economic  rights,  human  needs,  and  human 
rights  than  exists  in  the  wetback  problem 


would  be  hard  to  imagine.  The  President’s 
Commission  proposes  to  make  it  unlawful 
for  farmers  to  employ  wetbacks,  and  a  bill 
is  now  before  the  Senate  making  it  a  felony. 
But  laws  of  Congress  are  not  going  to  repeal 
the  economic  push  that  propels  Mexican  na¬ 
tionals  from  their  town  plazas  over  the  bor¬ 
der  into  the  relative  prosperity  of  migratory 
farm  jobs,  nor  are  laws  going  to  repeal  the 
economic  need  of  the  border-State  farmers 
for  seasonal  field  hands.  In  California  we 
have  lived  with  this  problem,  in  different 
forms  and  in  various  areas,  for  a  century, 
and  nobody  has  yet  come  up  with  a  good 
solution. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  in  my 
opinion  it  would  be  better  to  have  no  law 
at  all  on  the  Mexican  labor  problem  than 
to  adopt  the  conference  report.  I  believe 
the  conference  report  is  bad  in  a  great 
many  ways.  Its  greatest  weakness  lies 
in  the  fact  that  no  advance  is  made,  and 
the  wetback  situation  remains  as  a  dis¬ 
graceful  scar  on  the  labor  economy  of 
our  country. 

One  need  read  only  the  report  of  the 
President’s  Commission,  headed  by  the 
very  able  citizen  from  North  Carolina, 
Mr.  Van  Hecke,  to  know  whereof  I  speak. 
The  report  was  before  us  when  the  bill 
was  being  considered  by  the  Senate.  The 
facts  contained  in  the  report  are  avail¬ 
able  to  Senators,  and  have  been  available 
during  the  past  weeks.  In  my  opinion 
what  it  reveals  is  no  less  than  shocking. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  this  great  objec¬ 
tive  study  on  the  itinerant  labor  problem 
in  the  United  States  has  been  made,  and 
the  facts  are  before  us,  we  should  insist 
now,  when  we  have  the  first  opportunity 
by  way  of  legislation,  on  at  least  taking 
some  action  to  better  the  situation,  in¬ 
stead  of  adopting  the  report,  which  ad¬ 
mittedly  really  does  nothing  in  regard 
to  solving  the  wetback  problem  in  the 
border  States. 

I  would  be  opposed  to  the  report  if  for 
no  other  reason  than  that  facts  are  be¬ 
fore  us  which  call  upon  us  to  take  action 
to  end  this  kind  of  human  exploitation. 
We  are  doing  nothing  about  it  in  the 
conference  report  bill.  In  fact  the  re¬ 
port  eliminates  the  one  amendment  we 
were  able  to  attach  to  the  bill  when  it 
was  before  the  Senate.  We  tried  to  take 
positive  action  to  check  at  least  the  type 
of  human  degradation  which  character¬ 
izes  the  wetback  problem  among  the 
border  States.  The  failure  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  to  deal  with  that  problem 
makes  it  impossible  for  me  to  support 
the  report. 

Secondly,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  am  op¬ 
posed  to  the  report  because  it  continues 
a  type  of  unfair  discrimination  against 
other  States.  In  effect — and  I  say  it 
most  respectfully — the  net  result  of  the 
bill  would  be  to  continue  in  the  border 
States  the  opportunity  to  get  cheap 
labor,  to  the  detriment  of  American 
labor  in  general.  The  Van  Hecke  report 
points  out  that  if  we  really  wish  to 
organize  properly  and  administer  effec¬ 
tively  the  itinerant  labor  problem,  we 
would  provide  decent  standards  of  living 
for  itinerant  labor,  and  recognize  that 
the  harvesting  of  seasonal  crops,  which 
requires  a  large  number  of  itinerant 
laborers,  is  a  national  problem.  The 
whole  burden  of  it  should  not  be  placed 
upon  the  particular  area  which  has  im¬ 


mediate  need  of  the  labor,  but,  for  the 
good  of  the  economy  of  our  country, 
should  be  handled  on  a  national  scale. 
If  Congress  would  act  along  those  lines, 
we  would  not  have  the  kind  of  problem 
that  is  attempted  to  be  alleviated  by  the 
pending  bill  which  is  now  before  the 
Senate  in  the  form  of  a  conference 
report. 

The  Van  Hecke  report  states  that  the 
only  effective  way  of  treating  the  itiner¬ 
ant-labor  problem  is  by  way  of  a  long- 
range  program,  on  a  national  basis.  To 
the  extent  that  we  need  foreign  labor, 
we  need  it  this  season  on  an  emergency 
basis,  because  of  our  failure  in  the  past 
to  handle  this  problem  on  a  national 
basis.  We  do  not  have  a  long-range 
program.  To  the  extent  that  we  need  the 
foreign  itinerant  labor  this  year  to  meet 
the  emergency  labor  needs  in  handling 
our  harvests,  we  need  it  beyond  the 
border  States,  too.  We  need  it  in  other 
sections  of  the  country  as  well. 

Certain  proposals  were  made  in  the 
Senate  to  solve  this  problem.  The  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Minnesota  [Mr.  Thye]  al¬ 
luded  to  them  a  few  moments  ago.  Pro¬ 
posals  were  made  to  establish  reception 
centers  in  other  areas  of  the  country, 
beyond  the  border  States.  As  shown 
by  the  yea-and-nay  votes,  we  were  met 
with  almost  united  opposition  by  Sen¬ 
ators  from  States  which  would  benefit 
particularly  under  the  conference  report 
bill.  We  tried  to  point  out  that  the  bill 
in  its  present  form  discriminates  against 
other  sections  of  the  country.  We  could 
not  get  very  far  in  the  Senate  in  the  ef¬ 
fort  to  have  adopted  an  amendment 
which  would  have  provided  for  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  reception  centers  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest,  the  Northwest,  and 
in  the  Northeast,  as  well,  if  there  was 
need  for  labor  there,  and  which  would 
have  provided  for  the  Government  pay¬ 
ing  the  transportation  cost  from  Mexico 
to  the  reception  centers,  where  Ameri¬ 
can  farmers  could  enter  into  contracts 
with  Government  officials  for  the  work¬ 
ers,  and  pay  the  transportation  cost 
from  the  reception  centers  to  the  farms. 

Oh,  no,  we  could  not  get  that  kind  of 
cooperation  from  most  border-State  Sen¬ 
ators  in  order  to  make  it  a  fair  bill  and 
a  nondiscriminatory  bill.  It  had  to  go 
through  the  Senate  in  the  form  in  which 
it  was  reported  from  the  committee  ex¬ 
cept  for  such  changes  as  the  Douglas 
amendment.  In  my  judgment,  the  con¬ 
ference  report,  if  adopted,  will  result 
primarily  in  giving  to  the  border  States 
the  cheap  labor  which  they  seek  and  de¬ 
sire,  as  against  farmers,  in  other  sec¬ 
tions  of  the  country,  who  for  this  sea¬ 
son  need  emergency  relief  by  way  of 
itinerant  farm  workers. 

Furthermore,  it  is  difficult  for  me  to 
believe  that  the  Mexican  Government 
would  ever  subject  its  citizens  to  what  I 
believe  will  be  the  hardships  resulting 
from  the  terms  of  the  bill.  I  am  hope¬ 
ful  that  the  Mexican  Government  will 
teach  us  a  lesson  by  making  it  clear  to 
us  that  if  this  is  the  best  we  can  do  to 
eliminate  the  kind  of  exploitation  the 
Van  Hecke  report  pointed  out,  they  will 
not  consummate  any  agreement  with  the 
American  Government  to  give  effect  to 
the  law. 
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I  am  perfectly  aware  of  the  fact  that 
my  voice  is  a  voice  in  the  wilderness  this 
afternoon,  because  there  will  be  suf¬ 
ficient  votes  to  adopt  the  report.  How¬ 
ever,  I  will  make  my  record  against  it. 
I  will  make  the  record  in  the  hope  that 
in  due  time  the  Senate  will  proceed  to 
take  action  which  will  meet  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Van  Hecke  report, 
and  that  we  will  adopt  a  program  which 
will  so  raise  the  standards  for  Amer¬ 
ican  farm  workers  that  we  will  have 
enough  American  workers  to  do  the  job. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  will  not  yield  at  this 
time.  As  the  Van  Hecke  report  points 
out,  we  have  the  workers  in  this  coun¬ 
try  to  do  the  job  if  we  will  only  take  the 
steps  necessary  to  see  to  it  that  their 
standards  of  labor  are  decent  and  re¬ 
spectable.  No  one  will  have  any  reason 
to  doubt  the  situation  which  exists  in 
this  country  if  he  will  only  do  what  I 
have  done  on  more  than  one  occasion, 
namely,  really  inspect  some  of  the 
itinerant-worker  camps  and  the  itiner¬ 
ant-worker  conditions  which  exist. 
They  are  shameful;  they  are  a  disgrace 
to  the  American  people,  and  they  should 
demand  that  their  elected  representa¬ 
tives  remedy  the  situation  by  enacting 
proper  and  effective  legislation  and  not 
such  legislation  as  is  proposed  by  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  President,  because  I  think  a  full 
quorum  should  be  on  the  floor  of  the 
Senate  before  the  conference  report  is 
adopted,  I  suggest  the  absence  of  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  ELLENDER.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  withhold  that  suggestion? 

Mr.  MORSE.  No;  I  will  not  withhold 
my  suggestion  of  the  absence  of  a  quo¬ 
rum.  I  think  a  quorum  should  be  here 
now. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  Chief  Clerk  called  the  roll,  and 
the  following  Senators  answered  to  their 
names: 


Aiken 

Hendrickson 

Millikin 

Anderson 

Hennings 

Monroney 

Butler,  Nebr. 

Hickenlooper 

Moody 

Cain 

Hoey 

Morse 

Capehart 

Holland 

Mundt 

Carlson 

Humphrey 

Neely 

Case 

Ives 

Nixon 

Chavez 

Johnson,  Tex. 

Robertson 

Clements 

Kem 

Schoeppel 

Connally 

Kerr 

Sparkman 

Cordon 

Knowland 

Stennis 

Dirksen 

Langer 

Taft 

DuS 

Lehman 

Thye 

Dworshak 

Long 

Tobey 

Ellender 

Magnuson 

Underwood 

Ferguson 

Malone 

Watkins 

Fulbright 

Maybank 

Welker 

George 

McCarran 

Wherry 

Gillette 

McClellan 

Wiley 

Green 

McFarland 

Young 

Hayden 

McKellar 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  Texas.  I  announce 
that  the  Senators  from  Connecticut  [Mr. 
Benton  and  Mr.  McMahon],  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Virginia  [Mr.  Byrd],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Douglas],  the 
Senator  from  Mississippi  [Mr.  Eastland], 
the  Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Frear], 
the  Senator  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Hill], 
the  Senators  from  Wyoming  [Mr.  Hunt 
and  Mr.  O’Mahoney],  the  Senator  from 
Colorado  [Mr.  Johnson],  the  Senator 
from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Kefauver],  the 
Senator  from  West  Virginia  [Mr.  Kil¬ 


gore],  the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
O’Conor],  the  Senator  from  Rhode 
Island  [Mr.  Pastore],  the  Senator  from 
Georgia  [Mr.  Russell],  and  the  Senator 
from  North  Carolina  [Mr.  Smith]  are 
absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  South  Carolina  [Mr. 
Johnston]  is  absent  on  official  commit¬ 
tee  business. 

The  Senator  from  Montana  [Mr. 
Murray]  is  absent  by  leave  of  the  Senate 
on  official  business,  having  been  ap¬ 
pointed  a  representative  of  our  Govern¬ 
ment  to  attend  the  International  Labor 
Conference  being  held  in  Geneva,  Swit¬ 
zerland. 

The  Senator  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Smathers]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

Mr.  WHERRY.  I  announce  that  the 
Senator  from  Utah  [Mr.  Bennett],  the 
Senators  from  Maine  [Mrs.  Smith  and 
Mr.  Brewster],  the  Senator  from  New 
Hampshire  [Mr.  Bridges],  the  Senator 
from  Montana  [Mr.  Ecton],  the  Senator 
from  Vermont  [Mr.  Flanders],  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Massachusetts  [Mr.  Lodge], 
the  Senator  from  Wisconsin  [Mr. 
McCarthy],  the  Senator  from  Massa¬ 
chusetts  [Mr.  Saltonstall],  and  the 
Senator  from  Delaware  [Mr.  Williams] 
are  absent  on  official  business. 

The  Senator  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Bricker], 
the  Senator  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Butler],  and  the  Senator  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  [Mr.  Smith]  are  necessarily  absent. 

The  Senator  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr. 
Martin]  is  absent  because  of  illness. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  A  quo¬ 
rum  is  present. 

The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
conference  report. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
not  take  very  much  of  the  time  of  the 
Senate,  but  I  think  a  record  should  be 
made,  and  that  the  American  people 
should  know  what  would  be  done  if  this 
conference  report  should  be  adopted. 

First,  I  invite  the  attention  of  the 
Senate  to  the  record  and  history  of  the 
past  10  years.  Our  political  thinking 
and  our  so-called  philosophy  of  govern¬ 
ment  have  resulted  in  hundreds  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  white  crosses  over  the  graves  of 
A.merican  boys.  It  was  hoped  that  they 
had  not  died  in  vain.  It  was  hoped  that 
they  had  died  in  an  effort  to  carry  for¬ 
ward  an  idea.  We  sermonize  all  over 
the  world,  asserting  that  we  are  for  free 
peoples,  and  we  suggest  to  the  Congress 
the  appropriation  of  funds  out  of  the 
pockets  of  the  American  taxpayers  in 
order  to  help  so-called  forgotten  people, 
or  those  who  are  not  doing  very  well. 

If  it  were  not  for  such  legislation  as 
the  Senate  is  now  called  upon  to  pass, 
we  would  not  need  the  four-point  pro¬ 
gram.  If  we  were  more  opposed  to  im¬ 
perialism  and  colonialism,  even  in  eco¬ 
nomics,  we  would  not  need  a  point  4 
program,  or  even  need  to  talk  about  for¬ 
gotten  peoples. 

Mr.  President,  I  congratulate  my  good 
friend  the  senior  Senator  from  Louisiana 
[Mr.  Ellender],  I  think  he  has  a  fair 
bill,  as  a  whole,  but  I,  for  one,  do  not 
believe  in  slave  labor,  even  if  it  happens 
to  involve  a  Mexican.  I  prefer  the  phi¬ 
losophy  of  Jefferson,  who  said  that  the 
Government  should  be  for  people  in-. 


stead  of  for  dollars.  It  seems  to  be  the 
trend  of  the  moment  to  forget  about 
humanity  and  to  take  advantage  of  an 
opportunity  to  make  a  measly  dollar. 
Then  we  talk  about  doing  something  for 
free  people  all  over  the  world. 

Does  the  Senate  know  why  there  are 
backward  people  in  Iran  and  Saudi - 
Arabia?  It  is  because  of  the  basic  idea 
in  the  bill  which  the  Senate  is  asked  to 
approve  this  afternoon.  Do  Senators 
know  why  there  are  starving  Mexicans? 
It  is  because  we  are  so  anxious  to  make 
10  cents  or  a  dollar.  Do  we  mean  what 
we  say?  There  is  colonialism  in  Indo¬ 
china,  in  Java,  and  elsewhere,  and  there 
are  many  backward  people  there.  That 
situation  is  fostered  by  the  basic  idea 
and  philosophy  of  the  pending  legisla¬ 
tion,  because  it  is  not  based  upon  hu¬ 
manity;  it  is  not  based  upon  freedom 
about  which  we  love  to  boast  and  about 
which  we  do  so  little.  It  is  based  upon 
permitting  a  few  people  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  someone  who  is  hungry.  That 
is  what  it  is,  purely  and  simply. 

I  invite  the  attention  of  every  Senator 
to  the  fact  that  a  seat  in  the  United 
States  Senate  is  not  worth  that  kind  of 
action.  I  prefer  to  convey  to  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people  the  idea  that  I  believe  in 
those  things  which  made  the  Declara¬ 
tion  of  Independence  possible.  There 
are  probably  those  who  do  not  like  what 
I  am  saying,  but  I  still  say  it.  Fighting 
for  things  which  I  do  not  feel  I  should 
fight  for  is  not  worth  a  seat  in  the  United 
States  Senate. 

Mr.  President,  only  a  few  years  back 
some  of  our  ancestors  left  Europe  or 
elsewhere  to  come  to  America.  For 
what  reason?  In  order  to  take  advan¬ 
tage  of  the  sacred  freedom  of  this  coun¬ 
try. 

Without  questioning  the  motives  of  a 
single  Member  of  this  body,  I  say  that 
approval  of  this  bill  is  contrary  to  com¬ 
mon  American  fair  play  and  decency. 

Mr.  ROBERTSON.  Mr.  President,  I 
do  not  want  to  discuss  either  the  Mexi¬ 
can  labor  bill  or  what  may  come  out  of 
the  conference  on  the  appropriation  bill. 
I  just  reached  the  Chamber  thinking 
that  we  were  called  here  to  adopt  the 
conference  report  on  the  continuing  res¬ 
olution  to  finance  the  Government  for 
another  month.  There  was  extended 
debate  this  week  on  the  defense-produc¬ 
tion  bill.  It  involved  a  fundamental 
principle  in  which  I  am  deeply  inter¬ 
ested,  and  in  which  I  think  every  Amer¬ 
ican  is  interested,  namely,  the  proper 
conception  of  property,  the  right  to  own 
property,  and  the  qualified  right  to  use 
it. 

I  have  prepared  a  statement  which  I 
have  entitled  “The  Christian  View  of 
Property,”  which  I  hope  to  be  able  to 
present  to  the  Senate  when  I  can  be  rec¬ 
ognized  next  Tuesday,  because  I  think  it 
has  a  very  direct  bearing  on  what  we  are 
trying  to  do  in  a  war  emergency,  namely, 
to  place  temporary  restraints  on  the  use 
of  property  without  violating  a  very 
fundamental  and  Christian  principle 
with  respect  to  the  private  ownership  of 
property. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Mr.  President,  I  only 
wish  to  say  that  the  bill  is  far  from  be¬ 
ing  a  perfect  bill.  It  is  a  regional  bill.  I 
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do  not  think  it  can  bs  considered  a  bill 
to  produce  and  conserve  harvests  and 
conserve  food  and  fiber  generally  over 
the  United  States.  It  Is  a  bill  which  is, 
in  effect,  a  step  toward  more  orderly 
methods  of  importing  Mexican  farm  la¬ 
bor  into  the  Southwestern  States  of  the 
United  States.  I  might  say  that  it  is  not 
satisfactory  in  many  respects,  so  far  as 
I  am  concerned,  and  I  so  advised  the 
conference  committee.  However,  it  is 
better  than  no  bill  at  all,  and  it  appeared 
to  be  the  best  the  conferees  could  get. 

The  House  accepted  the  so-called 
Humphrey  amendment  which  provides 
that  the  Secretary  of  Labor — not  the  re¬ 
gional  director  for  the  States,  but  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  himself — must  deter¬ 
mine  that  labor  is  not  available  in  the 
area  where  it  is  to  be  used.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  also  has  to  determine  that 
the  employment  of  such  Mexican  labor¬ 
ers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages 
and  working  conditions  of  domestic  ag¬ 
ricultural  workers  similarly  employed. 
So  if  we  call  this  a  slave-labor  bill,  we 
have  really  got  to  assume  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Labor  will  permit  the  use  of 
slave  labor  here  in  the  United  States. 
That,  I  believe,  would  be  an  unwarrant¬ 
ed  assumption. 

I  should  have  liked  to  have  the  Doug¬ 
las  amendment,  so-called,  remain  in  the 
bill,  although  I  think  that  the  penalties 
provided  were  too  strong.  The  Douglas 
amendment  provided  that  anyone  who 
knowingly  employed  a  Mexican  alien  or 
had  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or 
suspect  or  by  reasonable  inquiry  could 
have  ascertained  that,  such  alien  is  not 
lawfully  within  the  United  States,  would 
be  guilty  of  a  felony,  subject  to  a  fine  of 
$2,000,  or  1  year’s  imprisonment,  for 
employing  such  Mexican  alien.  I 
thought  these  penalties  were  too  stiff; 
and  the  House  preferred  to  have  no  bill 
at  all  rather  than  to  have  the  Douglas 
amendment  remain  in  the  bill.  They 
said  it  would  affect  several  thousand  of 
the  older  Mexican  people  along  the  bor¬ 
der  who  admittedly  are  in  this  country 
illegally,  and  have  been  for  10,  15,  20, 
or  30  years,  living  with  their  children, 
who,  in  the  majority  of  cases,  are  Ameri¬ 
can  citizens.  The  Immigration  Service 
apparently  has  let  them  remain. 

However,  if  we  are  to  have  a  penalty 
for  the  employment  of  alien  labor  in 
the  United  States  I  think  that  it  is  un¬ 
fair  to  impose  that  penalty  on  farmers 
along  the  Mexican  border  alone.  If  it 
is  to  be  a  felony  to  employ  alien  labor 
illegally  in  the  United  States,  I  believe 
that  the  penalty  should  apply  to  the 
employer  in  New  York  City  or  Brooklyn 
or  Chicago  or  any  other  section  of  the 
country,  and  also  to  aliens  from  any 
part  of  the  woi’ld,  whether  Mexico  or 
Italy  or  Germany  or  any  other  place. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CHAVEZ.  I  agree  completely  with 
the  Senator  from  Vermont  that  the  pen¬ 
alty  should  apply  to  all.  One  of  the 
objections  to  the  bill  is  that  its  provi¬ 
sions  are  not  confined  to  Mexican  aliens 
alone. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  That  is  true. 


Mr.  CHAVEZ.  One  objection  I  ad¬ 
vanced  was  that  it  does  not  apply  to 
aliens  from  any  other  part  of  the  world ; 
that  when  we  make  it  a  criminal  offense 
and  apply  penalties  with  respect  to  Mex¬ 
icans  the  penalties  should  apply  to  the 
whole  international  picture;  that  if  a 
penalty  is  provided  for  bringing  in  a 
Mexican  illegally,  the  same  penalty 
should  apply  to  bringing  in  a  Peruvian 
or  a  Cuban,  or  a  person  of  any  other 
nationality.  My  objection  to  confining 
the  legislation  to  Mexican  labor  is  that 
it  applies  to  them  alone,  although  there 
is  a  class  of  workers  from  other  places 
who  need  work  of  this  kind. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  The  legislation  applies 
to  the  Mexican  nationals,  because  the 
Mexican  Government  insisted  on  some 
form  of  regulation  for  importation  of 
laborers  from  that  country  into  this 
country. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Not  being  a  member 
of  the  committee,  I  should  like  to  ask 
the  distinguished  Senator  from  Vermont 
a  question.  Suppose  some  poor  citizen 
of  the  United  States  wanted  to  go  to 
Mexico  to  work  in  Mexico,  what  laws 
are  there  in  Mexico  that  would  take  care 
of  such  a  laboring  man  from  the  United 
States? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  have  not  heard  of  any 
but  I  have  not  heard  of  any  poor  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  United  States  who  wanted  to 
go  to  Mexico  to  work.  The  ones  who 
want  to  go  to  Mexico  are  generally  pretty 
well  to  do. 

Mr.  LANGER.  Are  we  receiving  rec¬ 
iprocity  from  Mexico  with  respect  to 
the  labor  situation? 

Mr.  AIKEN.  I  do  not  know  that  Mex¬ 
ico  objects  to  American  labor  coming 
into  Mexico.  I  know  that  Americans 
go  to  Mexico  and  operate  ranches  and 
businesses  of  different  sorts.  They  are 
under  the  Mexican  laws  when  they  oper¬ 
ate  in  Mexico. 

Mr.  LANGER.  I  have  a  very  distinct 
recollection  of  a  friend  of  mine  who  went 
to  Mexico  to  work  on  a  railroad.  Tire 
treatment  received  by  him  was  quite  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  treatment  accorded  citi¬ 
zens  of  the  United  States  who  work  on 
railroads  in  this  country. 

Mr.  AIKEN.  Whenever  I  have  re¬ 
ceived  complaints  of  unfair  treatment 
in  Mexico — and  I  have  received  such 
complaints — I  have  taken  them  up  with 
the  State  Department,  which  has  made 
representations  to  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  so  far  such  difficulties  have 
been  straightened  out.  Of  course,  I  do 
not  know  how  long  that  situation  will 
continue. 

Another  amendment  which  I  reluc¬ 
tantly  agreed  to  was  the  one  which  ex¬ 
tended  the  definition  of  agricultural 
labor  so  as  to  include  cotton  ginning, 
crushing  of  oil  seed,  packing,  and  can¬ 
ning.  There  again  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  has  to  find  that  there  is  no  Amer¬ 
ican  labor  available;  that  there  is  dis¬ 
tinct  need  for  the  Mexican  labor,  and 
that  the  employment  of  such  labor  will 
not  affect  the  wages  and  working  con¬ 


ditions  of  domestic  agricultural  work¬ 
ers.  We  have  that  safeguard. 

I  do  not  know  whether  the  Mexican 
Government  would  carry  out  the  threat, 
or  promise,  not  to  permit  its  nationals 
to  come  to  this  country  to  work  after 
July  1  or  not,  but  in  any  case  it  is  better 
to  have  them  come  under  an  orderly 
and  legal  arrangement. 

Again  I  want  to  say  that  I  did  not  find 
this  bill  satisfactory  in  some  respects. 

It  does  appear,  however,  to .  be  a  step 
toward  the  orderly  handling  of  the  im¬ 
migration  of  foreign  workers.  If  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  exercises  complete 
vigilance  I  think  that  no  damage  will 
come  from  it. 

So  far  as  the  wetback  situation  goes, 
with  no  legislation  at  all  I  would  expect 
the  situation  to  be  worse  than  it  would 
be  if  we  have  a  bill  which  is  not  satisfac¬ 
tory,  but  which  goes  part  way  toward 
solving  the  problem. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  CAIN.  Mr.  President,  I  wanted, 
sir,  to  suggest  that  my  good  friend  from  ( 
Oregon  [Mr.  Morse]  is  not  always  cor¬ 
rect  when  he  sometimes  states  that  he 
speaks  for  no  one  other  than  himself. 

A  few  minutes  ago  the  Senator  from  Ore¬ 
gon  said  that  he  was  raising  his  voice 
in  the  wilderness  against  the  weaknesses 
apparent  to  him  in  the  conference  report. 
My  wish,  is  to  say  to  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  that  he  has  some  company  in 
that  wilderness.  The  Senator  from 
Washington  has  generally  agreed  with 
the  views  expressed  by  the  Senator  from 
Oregon  today,  and  wishes  to  associate 
himself  with  that  position. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MORSE.  It  is  still  a  pretty  black 
wilderness. 

Mr.  CAIN.  It  has  more  life  in  it  than 
the  Senator  began  with.  I  thought  that 
fact  ought  to  be  brought  to  his  attention. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thoroughly  enjoy  the 
company  of  the  Senator  from  Washing¬ 
ton. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  thank  the  Senator  from 
Oregon. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  MUNDT.  I  wonder  if  the  Senator 
from  Washington  wishes  to  modify  the 
generality  to  apply  specifically  to  this 
legislation,  rather  than  all  matters  in¬ 
volving  public  questions. 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  thought  I  made  myself 
clear  on  that  subject.  I  make  haste  to 
do  so.  I  was  referring  only — as  an  ex¬ 
ception  in  itself — to  the  present  question. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  conference 
report. 

Mr.  WILEY.  Mr.  President,  I  did  not 
quite  get  the  import  of  the  statement  of 
the  Senator  from  Washington.  Am  I  to 
understand  that  the  Senator  from  Wash¬ 
ington  and  the  Senator  from  Oregon  are 
adrift  in  the  wilderness? 

Mr.  CAIN.  I  think  I  shall  not  bother 
at  the  moment  to  answer  that  conclu¬ 
sion,  erroneous  as  it  is. 
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The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 

EXEMPTION  OF  STATE  OR  LOCAL  HYDRO¬ 
ELECTRIC  POWER  PROJECTS  ON  NON- 
NAVIGABLE  STREAMS  FROM  CERTAIN 
PROVISIONS  OF  THE  FEDERAL  POWER 
ACT 

Mr.  BUTLER  of  Nebraska.  Mr.  Pres¬ 
ident,  on  behalf  of  myself  and  my  col¬ 
league  the  Senator  from  Nebraska  [Mr. 
Wherry],  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
introduce  a  bill  to  exempt  hydroelectric 
power  projects  constructed  by  State  or 
local  governmental  .agencies  on  non- 
navigable  streams  fr6*n  certain  of  the 
provisions  of  the  Federal  Power  Act. 

The  bill  was  prepared  by  the  Legisla- 
tative  Committee  of  the  National  Rec¬ 
lamation  Association  and  has  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  association’s  board  of  di¬ 
rectors,  and  is  in  conformity  with  Reso¬ 
lution  No.  17  of  the  association,  adopted 
at  its  Spokane,  Wash.,  meeting  of  Novem¬ 
ber  1950.  \ 

Under  existing  law,  the  present  situa¬ 
tion  is  that  any  State  or  public  agency 
thereof  which  proposes  to  build  a  hydro¬ 
electric  power  project  on  a  stream,  is 
required  under  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Power  Act  to  file  a  declaration  of  inten¬ 
tion,  including  plans  and  specifications, 
with  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  If 
upon  investigation,  the  Commission  finds 
that  the  proposed  construction  affects 
the  interests  of  interstate  or  foreign 
commerce,  such  works  may  be  construct¬ 
ed  only  under  a  license  issued  by  the 
Commission.  Such  license  may  run  for 
50  years,  and  shall  contain  a  provision 
by  which  the  United  States,  upon  or  after 
expiration  of  the  license  period,  may 
thereafter  operate  and  maintain  such 
works  upon  payment  of  certain  costs  to 
the  licensee.  This  provision  is  called 
the  recapture  clause. 

This  bill  proposes  the  amendment  of 
the  Federal  Power  Act — Sixteenth  United 
States  Code,  pages  791a-825u — for  the 
purposes  of  invalidating  the  recapture 
clauses  in  all  existing  licenses  under 
which  State  public  agencies  are  now  op¬ 
erating,  and  extinguishes  such  recapture 
rights  as  to  future  projects,  contingent 
upon  certain  findings  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Army  relating  to  navigability  of  the 
streams  in  the  Nation.  / 

The  bill  further  exempts  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission  all  project  works,  as  defined  in 
the  bill,  which  any  State  public  agency 
intends  to  construct  on  any  stream,  also 
contingent  upon  the  same  findings  re¬ 
specting  navigability. 

The  Federal  Power  Act  when  applied 
to  publicly  owned  projects  is  expensive, 
serves  no  useful  purpose,  and  is  unfair. 
I  offer  the  following  illustrations  in  sup¬ 
port  of  this  statefnent : 

First.  It  is  expensive:  For  example,  it 
cost  the  central  Nebraska  public  power 
and  irrigation  district  of  Nebraska  $48,- 
856.82  to,  prepare  and  file  the  report  of 
its  actual  legitimate  original  cost.  This 
job  is/not  done  yet.  The  district  paid 
to  the  Federal  Power  Commission  as 
annual  charges  for  1950,  $7,649.25.  Sub¬ 
stantially  the  same  sum  is  paid  each  year. 


The  district  is  required  to  prepare  an 
annual  report,  Form  No.  1,  of  about  75 
pages.  This  report  covers  the  year’s  op¬ 
erations.  It  is  also  required  to  file  a 
report  annually  of  about  18  pages  on 
FPC  Form  No.  1A.  Then  the  district 
has  to  file  a  report  pursuant  to  Com¬ 
mission  Order  No.  143,  showing  the  pro¬ 
duction  and  distribution  in  kilowatt- 
hours  of  its  power. 

This  district  is  also  required  to  file 
with  the  regional  office  of  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  in  Chicago  annually, 
FPC  Form  No.  12-A,  showing  capacities 
and  production  and  incidental  data  rel¬ 
ative  to  each  of  its  power  plants,  and 
is  also  required  to  file  monthly  construc¬ 
tion  progress  reports,  detailed  reports 
on  operating  conditions,  power-produc¬ 
tion  reports,  financial  statements,  and 
reports  on  hydraulic  operations. 

All  of  these  numerous  and  sundry  re¬ 
ports  take  a  great  amount  of  time  to 
prepare  and  cost  public  agencies  a  sub¬ 
stantial  amount  of  money.  This  cost, 
of  course,  has  to  be  passed  on  to  the 
power  users  and  users  of  irrigation  water. 

Second.  It  serves  no  useful  purpose: 
All  of  this  expense  and  inconvenience 
'could  be  tolerated  without  complaint  if 
i\served  any  real  purpose  or  did  anyone 
any  substantial  amount  of  good,  but  it 
does' not.  Certainly  the  public  agency 
receives  no  benefit.  The  Federal  Power 
Commission  does  not  control  power  rates 
or  irrigation  rates  where  thjfs  service  is 
included.  It  has  no  control  over  opera¬ 
tions.  The  only  use  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  cap  make  of  these  annual 
reports  is  to  determine  how  much  it  in¬ 
tends  to  assess  public  agencies  in  annual 
charges. 

Third.  It  is  unfair :  The  Federal  Power 
Act  provides  that  at  the  termination  of 
the  license  the  Federal  Government  can, 
by  making  certain  payments,  take  over 
the  project. 

The  Nebraska  project  I  have  men¬ 
tioned,  in  common  with  similar  projects 
in  the  country,  are  operated  by  State 
agencies.  They  are  under  the  control  of 
the  people  of  a  State  through  its  legisla¬ 
ture.  The  Nebraska  streams  from 
which  these  projects  take  their  waters 
are  nonnavigable.  If  these  projects  ef¬ 
fect  navigation  in  the  Missouri  River, 
that  effect  is  beneficial.  It  has  been  so 
found  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
as  to  these  Nebraska  projects  and  is  so 
recited  in  their  licenses.  The  waters 
these  projects  use  are  strictly  the  prop¬ 
erty  of  the  State.  These  State  agencies 
confine  their  activities  to  the  State  of 
Nebraska.  Why  any  Federal  Bureau 
under  these  circumstances  should  have 
the  power  to  take  away  from  the  people 
of  a  State  a  power  system  the  people 
themselves  own,  and  which  they  control, 
is  a  question  which  cannot  be  logically 
answered  by  anyone  who  believes  in  de¬ 
mocracy  and  the  right  of  the  people  to 
run  their  6wn  affairs. 

There  is  no  logical  reason  why  the 
people  of  any  State  should  be  compelled 
to  pay  annual  charges  to  the  Federal 
Government  for  which  they  receive  no 
benefits  in  return. 

The  change  in  the  law  advocated  by 
the  National  Reclamation  Association 
should  be  adopted. 


I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy 
of  the  bill  be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  bill  CS. 
1789)  limiting  the  application  of  the 
Federal  Power  Act  as  to  States  and  mu¬ 
nicipalities,  and  for  other  purposes,  in¬ 
troduced  by  Mr.  Butler  of  Nebraska  (for 
himself  and  Mr.  Wherry)  ,  \yas  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  referred  to  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works,  and  or¬ 
dered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record,  as 
follows: 

Be  it  enacted,  etc / 

Section  1.  This  act  shall  be  applicable  to 
dams  and  project  works  built  or  intended  to 
be  built  by  States.4nd  municipalities  across, 
along,  or  in  navigable  waters  within  the 
United  States^/ 

Sec.  2.  (a)  ,The  word  “municipality”  means 
a  city,  county,  district,  or  other  political 
subdivisions  or  public  agency  of  a  State. 

(b)  The  phrase  "project  works”  means 
all  dapis  and  works  comprised  in  and  ap- 
purtv^ant  to  the  affected  dams,  reservoirs, 
diversion  channels,  powerhouses,  water 
power  and  electric  generating  and  trans¬ 
mitting  equipment  and  facilities. 

Sec.  3.  After  passage  of  this  act  any  State 
or  municipality  intending  to  construct  on 
any  stream  or  streams  any  project  works, 
for  which  it  would  otherwise  be  required  by 
the  Federal  Power  Act  to  file  a  declaration 
of  intention  with  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  shall  not  be  required  to  file  such 
declaration  with  the  Commission  nor  to 
obtain  any  preliminary  permit  or  license 
therefor,  if  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall 
find  and  certify,  upon  application  of  such 
State  or  municipality,  either  that  such 
stream  is  not  navigable  in  fact,  or  that  such 
project  works  will  not  materially  and  ad¬ 
versely  affect  the  navigability  of  waters  then 
being  used  or  improved  for  navigation. 

Sec.  4.  Any  State  or  municipality  which 
has  heretofore  obtained  a  license  under  the 
Federal  Power  Act  and  which  would  not, 
under  the  terms  of  this  act,  be  required  to 
obtain  such  license,  may  file  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Army  a  presentation  of  the 
facts  with  reference  to  its  project  works  and 
if  the  Secretary  of  the  Army  shall  find  and 
certify,  either  that  the  stream  or  streams 
are  not  navigable  in  fact,  or  that  such  proj¬ 
ect  works  will  not  materially  and  adversely 
affect  the  navigability  of  waters  then  being 
used  or  improved  for  navigation,  or  will 
Improve  the  navigability  of  such  waters,  or 
provide  a  better  navigation  route,  the  license 
shall  terminate,  and  such  State  or  munici¬ 
pality  may  complete  construction,  main- 
tatti,  and  operate  the  dam  and  project  works 
without  such  license,  and  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  shall  exercise  no  control  over 
such  projects  thereafter.  Projects  on  navi¬ 
gable  streams  shall  comply  fully  with  the 
regulations  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  of  the 
United  States  Army  for  the  operation  and 
maintenance  of  navigation  facilities. 

Sec.  5.  Any  rights  reserved  in  the  United 
States  by  the  Federal  Power  Act  or  by  any 
license  or  permit  thereunder  to  take  over 
and  thereafter  to  maintain  and  operate  any 
project  works  constructed  or  owned  by  a 
State  or  municipality  ’  -upon  or  after  the 
expiration  of  a  license  are  hereby  relin- 
guished  as  to  licenses  heretofore  granted, 
and  no  such  rights  shall  exist  as  to  project 
works  hereafter  constructed  by  State  or 
municipalities. 

RECESS 

Mr.  HOEY.  Mr.  President,  if  no  other 
Senator  has  anything  he  wishes  to  bring 
up  at  this  time,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
stand  in  recess  for  a  few  minutes,  subject 
to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 
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The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at  3 
o’clock  and  19  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Senate 
took  a  recess,  subject  to  the  call  of  the 
Chair. 

At  4  o’clock  and  50  minutes  p.  m.,  the 
Senate  reassembled  when  called  to 
order  by  the  Presiding  Officer  (Mr. 
George  in  the  Chair). 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its  read¬ 
ing  clerks,  announced  that-  the  House 
had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  934) 
to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  joint  resolution 
(H.  J.  Res.  277)  making  temporary  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1952,g»nd 
for  other  purposes;  agreed  to  the  con¬ 
ference  asked  by  the  Senate  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon, 
and  that  Mr.  Cannon,  Mr.  Rooney,  Mr. 
Gary,  Mr.  Stefan,  and  Mr.  Clevenger 
were  appointed  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  at  the  conference. 

Mr.  McPARLAND.  Mr.  President,  a 
parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
Senator  will  state  it. 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  The  Senate  has 
already  appointed  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate,  has  it  not? 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  That  is 
correct;  the  conferees  were  appointed 
yesterday. 

RECESS 

Mr.  McFARLAND.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  stand  in  recess  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
4  o’clock  and  51  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  took  a  recess,  subject  to  the  call  of 
the  Chair. 

At  8  o’clock  and  15  minutes  p.  m.,  the 
Senate  reassembled,  when  called  to  or¬ 
der  by  the  President  pro  tempore. 

MESSAGE  FROM  THE  HOUSE 

A  message  from  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives,  by  Mr.  Maurer,  one  of  its 
reading  clerks,  announced  that  the  House 


had  agreed  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion  (H.  J.  Res.  277)  making  temporary 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1952, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 — 
CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  to  the  joint  resolution  (H.  J.  Res. 
277)  making  temporary  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  1952,  and  for  other 
purposes,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent 
for  its  immediate  consideration. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  informatioh 
of  the  Senate. 

The  report  was  read. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today,  p.  7719.) 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  present  consider¬ 
ation  of  the  conference  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
the  adoption  of  the  conference  report. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield  for  a  question? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mi'.  CASE.  As  the  Senator  knows,  he 
and  I  were  discussing  the  provisions  of 
the  conference  report  a  minute  or  two 
ago.  I  should  like  to  ask  him  now  the 
question  which  I  then  asked. 

With  respect  to  the  appropriations  for 
mutual  defense  assistance  and  economic 
cooperation  aid,  and  other  like  measures 
for  the  foreign  aid  program  which  have 
not  yet  been  brought  before  the  Con¬ 
gress,  is  it  understood  that  the  appro¬ 
priations  authorized  by  House  Joint  Res¬ 
olution  277  for  the  ensuing  month  are 
only  for  that  month,  and  do  not  neces¬ 
sarily  establish  any  rate  of  anticipated 
appropriation  for  the  regular  appropri¬ 
ation  bill  when  it  comes  before  us? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  They  are  hot  in  any 
sense  a  pattern.  They  are  based  upon 
past  performance,  during  this  year. 
Furthermore,  I  may  say  to  the  Senator 


that  it  is  contemplated  that  whatever 
sums  are  appropriated  by  this  joint  reso¬ 
lution,  the  amounts  appropriated  for 
the  month  of  July  will  be  deducted  from 
the  appropriations  which  are  made  for 
the  12-month  period. 

Mr.  CASE.  So  the  Congress  is  left 
free  to  act  upon  those  appropriations  on 
their  merits? 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  There  is  nothing  bind¬ 
ing  in  this  measure. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

Mr.  FERptJSON.  Mr.  President,  will 
the  Senator  yield  for  a  further  ques¬ 
tion?  / 

Mr.-  HAYDEN.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FERGUSON.  It  also  should  be 
understood  by  the  Senate,  as  well  as  by 
the  Government  departments  and  agen¬ 
cies,  that  with  respect  to  provisions,  with 
relation  to  the  10-percent  reduction  of 
personnel,  chauffeurs,  publicity  agents, 
and  various  other  things  placed  in  ap¬ 
propriation  bills,  it  should  not  be  taken 
for  granted  that  such  provisions  are  be¬ 
ing  eliminated. 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Again,  that  is  a  mat¬ 
ter  which  will  have  to  be  disposed  of  by 
the  Congress. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  the  adoption  of 
the  conference  report. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  confer¬ 
ence  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to. 
AUTHORIZATION  FOR  SIGNING  ENROLLED 

BILLS  AND  JOINT  RESOLUTIONS  DUR¬ 
ING  RECESS 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  Mr.  President,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  during  the  re¬ 
cess  following  today’s  session,  the  Pre¬ 
siding  Officer  be  authorized  to  sign  duly 
enrolled  bills  and  joint  resolutions  passed 
by  both  Houses. 

The  PRESIDENT  pro  tempore.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

RECESS  TO  MONDAY 

Mr.  HAYDEN.  I  move  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  stand  in  recess  until  12  o’cloc%noon 
on  Monday  next. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  (at 
8  o’clock  and  19  minutes  p.  m.)  the  Sen¬ 
ate  took  a  recess  until  Monday,  July  2, 
1951,  at  12  o’clock  meridian. 


1951 
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Mr.  McCORMACK.  In  reply  to  the 
gentleman  from  Mississippi,  a  similar 
situation  would  exist  on  Monday.  There 
would  have  to  be  unanimous  consent. 
So  \[  will  request  the  chairman  of  the 
Rules  Committee  to  immediately  call  a 
meeting  of  the  Rules  Committee  in /  the 
hope  it  will  report  out  a  rule,  which,  of 
course,  can  be  brought  up  todajf,  al¬ 
though  it  requires  a  two-thirds  \otp,  but 
that  action  the  leadership  is  hopihg  the 
Rules  Committee  will  take  and  the.  House 
will  support. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  House  stands  in 
recess  subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 

Accordingly  (at  3  o’clock  and/l8  min¬ 
utes  p.  m.)  the  House  stood  in  recess 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chfair. 

AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired, /the  House 
was  called  to  order  by  the  Speaker  at 
4  o’clock  arid  10  minutes  p./m. 

RULE  SENDING  TEMPORARY  APPROPRI¬ 
ATIONS  RESOLUTION  TO  CONFER¬ 
ENCE 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Illinois  [Mr. 
Sabath] . 

Mr.  SABATH,  Mr.  Speaker,  by  direc¬ 
tion  of  the  Committee  pn  Rules  I  sub¬ 
mit  a  privileged  report  (H.  Res.  309,  Rept. 
No.  667)  and  ask  for  it^  immediate  con¬ 
sideration. 

Resolved,  That  Immediately  upon  the 
adoption  of  this  redolutton  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (H.  J.  Res.  277)  making  temporary  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1952,  and  for 
other  purposes,  with  thk  Senate  amendments 
thereto  be,  and.  the  sEme  hereby  is,  taken 
from  the  Speaker’s  table;  that  the  Senate 
amendments  be,  and;  they  are  hereby,  dis¬ 
agreed  to  be  the  Hou£e;'  that  the  conference 
requested  by  the  Senate  on  the  disagree¬ 
ing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  said  joint 
resolution  be,  and  hereby  is,  agreed  to  by  the 
House,  and  that  tl/e  Speaker  shall  immedi¬ 
ately  appoint  conf/rees  without  intervening 
motion.  ;■ 

Sec.  2.  It  shall/  be  in  order  to  consider 
the  conference  report  on  the  said  joint  reso¬ 
lution  when  reported  notwithstanding  the 
provisions  of  clause  2,  rule  XXVIII. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is,  Will 
the  House  consider  the  resolution? 

The  question  was  taken;  rind  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Wilson  of  In¬ 
diana)  there  were — ayes  89,  noes  12. 

Mr.  WILSON  of  Indiana.  ^lr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  object/ to  the  vote  on  the  ground  a 
quorum  is/  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  omer  that  a  quorum  is,  not  pres¬ 
ent. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  Will  count. 
[After  daunting.]  Two  hundred  and 
twenty-eight  Members  are  present,  a 
quorum; 

So  (two-thirds  having  voted  in  favor 
thereof)  the  House  agreed  to  consider 
the  resolution. 

Mr. /SABATH.  Mr.  Speaker,  due  to 
the  urgency  and  the  importance  of  this 
matt/r  I  shall  not  take  any  time.  In 
view/  of  the  fact  that  nearly  all  of  the 
Members  recognize  the  situation  as  I  do 
ana  the  need  for  immediate  action,  I 
mope  the  previous  question. 

le  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
tile  resolution. 

Mr.  WILSON  of. Indiana.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  I  demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 


The  yeas  and  nays  were  refused. 
The  resolution  was  agreed  to,  and  a 
motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table.  'jxf' 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  appoints 
the  following  conferees  on  the  part  of 
the  House:  Messrs.  Cannon,  Rooney, 
Gary,  Stefan,  and  Clevenger. 


IMPORTATION  OF  FOREIGN  AGRICUL¬ 
TURAL  WORKERS 

Mr.  COOLEY  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Act  of  1949: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  668) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  984) 
to  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  hav¬ 
ing  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows:  In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to 
be  inserted  by  the  House  amendment  insert 
the  following:  “That  the  Agricultural  Act 
of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows: 

“  ‘Title  V — Agricultural  Workers 

“  ‘Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting 
In  such  production  of  agricultural  commod¬ 
ities  and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agri¬ 
cultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mex¬ 
ico  (pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico), 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“‘(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including 
any  such  workers  who  have  resided  in  the 
United  States  for  the  preceding  five  years,  or 
Who  are  temporarily  in  the  United  States 
under  legal  entry) ; 

“‘(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception 
centers  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual  entry 
of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  hous¬ 
ing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are  be¬ 
ing  made  for  their  employment  in,  or  de¬ 
parture  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

“‘(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such 
workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside  the 
continental  United  States  to  such  reception 
centers  and  transportation  from  such  recep¬ 
tion  centers  to  such  recruitment  centers 
after  termination  of  employment; 

“‘(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such 
subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and 
burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  be¬ 
come  necessary  during  transportation  au¬ 
thorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reception  centers; 

“‘(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employ¬ 
ers  in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricultural 
employment  (such  workers  being  free  to  ac¬ 
cept  or  decline  agricultural  employment  with 
any  eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type 
of  agricultural  employment  they  desire,  and 
eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  to  any  workers  of  their 
choice  not  under  contract  to  other  em¬ 
ployers)  ; 

‘“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by 
employers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts 
relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  fur¬ 
nishing  of  transportation. 

“  ‘Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made 
available  under  this  title  to  any  employer 
unless  such  employer  enters  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  United  States — 

“‘(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States 
against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of  such 
employer’s  contracts; 

“‘(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for 
essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries  or 
expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 


personnel.  Incurred  by  It  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this 
title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $15  per  work¬ 
er;  and 

‘“(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any 
case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned  to  the 
reception  center  in  accordance  with  the  con¬ 
tract  entered  into  under  section  501  (5),  an 
amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal  cost  to  the 
employer  of  returning  other  workers  from  the 
place  of  employment  to  such  reception  cen¬ 
ter,  less  any  portion  thereof  required  to  be 
paid  by  other  employers. 

“  ‘Seci  503.  No  workers  recruited  under 
this  title  shall  be  available  for  employment 
in  any  area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has 
determined  and  certified  that  (1)  sufficient 
domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and 
qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and 
place  needed  to  perform  the  work  for  which 
such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  (2)  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  such  workers  will  not  adversely 
affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions  of 
domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  em¬ 
ployed,  and  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been 
made  to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such 
employment  at  wages  and  standard  hours  of 
work  comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign 
workers. 

“  ‘Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this 
title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already 
in,  for  not  less  than  the  preceding  five  years 
or  by  virtue  of  legal  entry,  and  otherwise 
eligible  for  admission  to,  the  United  States 
may,  pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the 
United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  be 
permitted  to  remain  therein)  for  such  time 
and  under  such  conditions  as  may  be  speci¬ 
fied  by  the  Attorney  General  but,  notwith¬ 
standing  any  other  provision  of  law  or  regu¬ 
lation,  no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required 
which  imposes  liability  upon  any  person  for 
the  failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart  from 
the  United  States  upon  termination  of  em¬ 
ployment:  Provided,  That  no  workers  shall 
be  made  available  under  this  title  to,  nor 
shall  any  workers  made  available  under  this 
title  be  permitted  to  remain  in  the  employ 
of,  any  employer  who  has  in  his  employ  any 
Mexican  alien  when  such  employer  knows 
or  has  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  sus¬ 
pect  or  by  reasonable  inquiry  could  have 
ascertained  that  such  Mexican  alien  is  not 
lawfully  within  the  United  States. 

“‘Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows: 

“(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign 
agricultural  workers  under  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

“  ‘(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subpara¬ 
graph  as  follows : 

. (C)  Service  performed  by  foreign 

agricultural  workers  under  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agri¬ 
cultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.” 

“‘(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Im¬ 
migration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C„  sec.  132). 

“  ‘Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title, 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“‘(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pursuant 
to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  serv¬ 
ices  of  such  agencies;  and  to  allocate  or 
transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reim¬ 
burse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith; 

“‘(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and 
uncompensated  services;  and 

“‘(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the 
domestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  cooper¬ 
ate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating 
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and  carrying  out  agreements  or  arrange¬ 
ments  relating  to  the  employment  in  the 
United  States,  subject  to  the  immigration 
laws,  of  agricultural  workers  from  the  Re¬ 
public  of  Mexico. 

“  ‘Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

‘“(1)  The  term  “agricultural  employ¬ 
ment’’  includes  services  or  activities  included 
within  the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  horticultural 
employment,  cotton  ginning,  compressing 
and  storing,  crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and  the 
packing,  canning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other 
processing  of  perishable  or  seasonable  agri¬ 
cultural  products. 

“‘(2)  The  term  “employer”  shall  include 
an  association,  or  other  group,  of  employers, 
but  only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for 
whom  workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound, 
in  the  event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the 
obligations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant  to 
section  502,  or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines 
that  such  individual  liability  is  not  neces¬ 
sary  to  assure  performance  of  such  obli¬ 
gations. 

“  ‘Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  act  shall  be 
construed  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the 
Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general 
immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importa¬ 
tion  of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agri¬ 
cultural  employment  as  defined  in  section 
507,  or  to  permit  any  such  alien  who  entered 
the  United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the 
purpose  of  engaging  in  such  agricultural 
employment  under  such  conditions  and  for 
such  time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall 
specify. 

“  ‘Sec.  509.  No  workers  will  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  for  employment  after 
December  31,  1953.’  ” 

And  the  House  agree  to  the  same. 

Harold  D.  C’ooley, 

W.  R.  Poage, 

George  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

August  H.  Andresen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Ellender, 

Clyde  R.  Hoey, 

Spessard  L.  Holland, 
George  D.  Aiken, 

Milton  R.  Young, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of 
the  House  to  the  bill  (S.  984)  to  amend  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  submit  the  fol¬ 
lowing  statement  in  explanation  of  the  ac¬ 
tion  agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  accompanying  conference  re¬ 
port: 

The  House  amendment  to  the  bill  struck 
out  all  after  the  enacting  clause  and  inserted 
in  lieu  thereof  the  text  of  the  House  bill,  H.  R. 
3283,  which  had  been  adopted  by  the  House 
as  reported  by  the  Committee  on  Agriculture. 

The  bill  as  agreed  upon  by  the  committee 
of  conference  and  recommended  in  the  ac¬ 
companying  report  is  a  substitute  in  lieu  of 
the  amendment  made  by  the  House  to  the 
Senate  bill.  In  the  main  it  adopts  most  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Senate  bill  with  the 
exception  of  Section  509,  which  has  been 
eliminated  from  the  substitute  agreed  upon 
by  the  committee  of  conference. 

general  statement 

The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  authorize 
and  implement  an  agreement  with  Mexico 
under  which  Mexican  agricultural  workers 
may  be  available  when  needed,  and  when 
such  workers  are  not  available  from  the  do¬ 
mestic  labor  force,  to  assist  in  growing, 
harvesting,  and  preparing  for  consumption 
crops  grown  in  the  United  States.  It  is  a 


bill  which  is  of  great  Interest  and  benefit 
to  the  consumer,  as  well  as  to  the  farmer 
engaged  in  the  production  of  these  crops,  for 
with  the  exception  of  cotton  and  sugar  beets 
almost  all  of  the  crops  on  which  it  is  expect¬ 
ed  such  labor  may  be  needed  are  crops  such 
as  fruits  and  vegetables  which  move  direct¬ 
ly  to  the  consumer.  If  there  is  insufficient 
labor  to  tend  or  harvest  these  crops,  caus¬ 
ing  even  a  temporary  shortage  or  disrup¬ 
tion  of  their  movement  to  market,  this  is  a 
situation  which  is  certain  to  be  felt  im¬ 
mediately  by  consumers  in  the  form  of  di¬ 
minished  supplies  of  such  fruits  and  vege¬ 
tables  and  higher  prices  for  those  which  are 
on  the  market.  It  is  essential  to  the  sta¬ 
bilization  of  our  economy  that  these  agricul¬ 
tural  commodities  be  brought  to  market  in 
sufficient  volume  to  maintain  stability  of 
supplies  and  prices. 

Differences  between  the  House  bill  and  the 
bill  agreed  upon  by  the  committee  of-  con¬ 
ference  and  recommended  in  the  accom¬ 
panying  report  are  explained  below: 

SECTION  501 

The  only  change  in  this  section  is  in  sub¬ 
section  (1)  where  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  has  adopted  the  Senate  language  re¬ 
quiring  that  workers  eligible  for  employment 
under  this  bill  shall  be  in  the  United  States 
under  legal  entry  and  has  added  a  provi¬ 
sion  which  will  permit  also  the  hiring  of 
any  Mexican  national  who  has  resided  in 
the  United  States  for  the  previous  five  years. 
This  will  prevent  the  hiring  of  so-called 
“wetbacks”  under  the  contracts  authorized 
by  this  bill  but  will  permit  those  Mexicans 
who  actually  have  lived  for  many  years  in 
the  United  States,  even  though  their  entry 
might  not  have  conformed  to  legal  require¬ 
ments,  to  obtain  agricultural  work.  The 
committee  of  conference  believes  that  this 
provision  is  necessary  in  essential  justice  to 
the  many  Mexicans  who,  because  of  the  close¬ 
ness  of  Mexico  and  the  United  States  and  the 
traditional  freedom  of  movement  across  the 
border,  may  have  entered  the  United  States 
without  complying  with  immigration  for¬ 
malities,  but  who  have  been  for  many  years 
continuous  and  useful  residents  in  the 
United  States.  It  should  be  remembered 
that  even  though  such  Mexicans  may  meet 
the  requirements  of  this  provision  and  be 
acceptable  to  their  American  employers,  they 
still  cannot  be  contracted  without  the  con¬ 
sent  of  the  Mexican  government. 

SECTION  502 

In  subsection  (2)  the  amount  “$10”  is 
changed  to  “$15.” 

SECTION' 5  03 

Two  changes  are  made  in  this  section: 

(1)  The  committee  of  conference  has  ac¬ 
cepted  the  Senate  requirement  that  the  de¬ 
termination  as  to  the  availability  of  domestic 
workers  for  agricultural  purposes  shall  be 
made  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  instead  of  by 
the  Regional  Director,  Bureau  of  Employ¬ 
ment  Security,  United  States  Department  of 
Labor  for  the  area  involved,  as  provided  in 
the  House  bill.  This  appears  to  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  to  be  a  relatively  minor 
change,  since  the  Regional  Director  works 
under  and  by  delegation  of  authority  from 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  it  is  assumed 
by  the  committee  of  conference  that,  inas¬ 
much  as  time  is  frequently  of  the  essence  in 
the  hiring  of  agricultural  labor  and  harvest¬ 
ing  of  agricultural  crops,  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  will  delegate  to  the  Regional  Director 
the  authority  to  make  these  determinations 
where  the  time  element  is  important  and 
where  reference  to  the  Secretary  himself 
would  entail  any  measurable  delay. 

(2)  The  committee  of  conference  also  ac¬ 
cepted  the  provision  of  the  Senate  bill  re¬ 
quiring  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor  must 
certify  before  foreign  labor  may  be  utilized 
under  the  terms  of  this  bill  that  reasonable 
efforts  have  been  made  to  attract  domestic 
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workers  for  such  employment  at  wages  and 
standard  hours  of  work  comparable  to  those 
offered  to  foreign  workers. 

SECTION  504 

Two  changes  are  made  by  the  committee 
of  conference  in  this  section: 

(1)  On  Page  4,  Line  12  of  the  House  bill 
after  the  word  “in”  the  words  “for  not  less 
than  the  preceding  five  years  or”  have  been 
added.  This  is  the  same  change  made  in 
section  501  (1)  and  was  discussed  under  the 
amendments  to  that  section. 

(2)  The  conference  has  accepted  the  pro¬ 
viso  to  this  section  contained  in  the  Senate 
bill  which  provides  that  no  workers  shall  be 
made  available  under  the  terms  of  this  bill 
nor  permitted  to  remain  in  the  employ  of 
any  employer  who  is  using  “wetback”  labor. 

SECTION  508 

In  this  section  the  committee  of  confer¬ 
ence  has  accepted  the  House  language  of 
subsection  (1).  This  permits  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  workers  made  available  under  the 
bill  in  various  types  of  processing  plants 
which  are  intimately  related  to  and  con¬ 
nected  with  the  production  of  agricultural 
commodities  and  which  perform  functions 
which  must  be  carried  out  before  those 
commodities  can  be  made  available  for  use 
or  consumption.  Virtually  all  of  these 
processing  plants  are  located  actually  out  in 
the  country  or  in  small  cities  and  towns 
which  are  entirely  rural  in  character.  They 
are  affected  by  the  same  labor  conditions 
which  apply  to  the  farms,  orchards,  and 
other  agricultural  operations  in  the  area.  In 
those  few  instances  where  processing  plants 
of  this  type  are  located  in  larger  cities — 
where  there  might  be  presumed  to  be  some 
supply  of  domestic  labor  available — they  will 
be  necessarily  removed  from  agricultural 
areas  and  environments  to  such  an  extent 
that  the  required  certification  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  that  domestic  labor  is  not 
available  will  in  most  instances  amount  to  a 
certification  for  each  individual  plant. 

In  subsection  (2)  of  section  508  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  has  adopted  the  Senate 
language  which  requires  that  associations 
who  act  as  employers  under  the  terms  of  this 
bill  shall  be  acceptable  for  that  purpose  only 
if  the  individual  members  thereof  are  bound 
by  the  obligations  made  by  the  association 
or  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  in¬ 
dividual  liability  is  not  necessary. 

DOUGLAS  AMENDMENT 

The  committee  of  conference  has  elimi¬ 
nated  from  the  bill  section  509  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  bill.  It  has  done  this  on  the  grounds 
that  this  general  revision  of  the  immigra¬ 
tion  laws  is  not  germane  to  the  purpose  of 
this  bill,  which  is  that  of  providing  statu¬ 
tory  authority  for  the  use  of  Mexican  workers 
under  a  contractual  relationship  between 
the  United  States  and  Mexico  and  with  the 
workers  themselves.  The  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  is  sympathetic  to  the  objectives  of 
eliminating  the  abuses  which  have  stemmed 
from  the  employment  of  wetback  labor.  It 
believes  that  the  bill  reported  herewith  will 
go  far  in  correcting  that  situation  and  that 
any  general  revision  of  the  immigration 
laws  which  may  be  necessary  to  further 
improve  this  situation  should  be  made  by 
the  committees  of  the  respective  Houses  hav¬ 
ing  a  jurisdiction  over  that  subject  matter. 
The  committee  recognizes  as  a  matter  of 
general  knowledge  that  such  legislation  is 
now  pending  in  the  Senate  and  that  the 
appropriate  committee  of  the  House  has 
undertaken  hearings  and  investigations  for 
the  purpose  of  bringing  out  such  legisla¬ 
tion  in  the  House  if  it  is  found  to  be 
necessary. 

The  committee  believes  that  this  bill  will, 
in  fact,  do  much  to  help  solve  this  vexing 
problem.  It  will  provide  an  open  door 
through  which  those  Mexicans  who  want 
to  work  in  the  United  States  can  enter 
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and  be  employed  here  legally  under  terms 
which  will  safeguard  their  rights  and  their 
interests  in  the  manner  far  better  than  they 
could  ever  be  safeguarded  under  any  form 
of  illegal  entry  and  employment.  It  for¬ 
bids  any  employer  who  has  wetback  labor 
in  his  employment  from  obtaining  assistance 
under  the  terms  of  this  legislation.  It  thus 
makes  it  distinctively  to  the  advantage  of 
both  the  employer  and  the  Mexican  worker 
to  operate  on  an  entirely  legal  basis  under 
the  provisions  of  this  bill. 

Harold  D.  Cooley, 

W.  R.  Poace, 

George  Grant, 

Clifford  R.  Hope, 

Aug.  H.  Andresen, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House 
of  Representatives. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 
and  that  the  statement  be  read  in  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
reserving  the  right  to  object,  do  I  under¬ 
stand  the  gentleman  is  asking  to  take 
up  a  conference  report  at  this  time? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Will  the  gen¬ 
tleman  explain  what  the  conference  re¬ 
port  is? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes.  It  is  a  confer¬ 
ence  report  on  the  Mexican  labor  bill. 
I  might  point  out  the  concessions  made 
by  the  House  and  Senate. 

In  the  House  bill  certification  in  re¬ 
gard  to  the  availability  of  labor  in  par¬ 
ticular  localities  was  required  to  be  made 
in  a  regional  office.  There  was  some  ob¬ 
jection  to  that,  even  in  the  House.  The 
Senate  bill  provided  that  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  would  be  charged  with  the  re¬ 
sponsibility  of  making  the  necessary 
certification.  The  House  receded  in  its 
position  and  accepted  the  provisions 
contained  in  the  Senate  bill. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  must  first 
certify  that  there  is  no  local  labor  avail¬ 
able  to  perform  the  services  which  need 
to  be  performed.  That  certainly  should 
be  pleasing  to  those  who  were  afraid  that 
the  American  labor  market  might  be 
impaired. 

Secondly,  I  might  call  your  attention 
to  the  fact  that  the  House  bill  provided 
position  costs  of  $10  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  each  one  of  the  Mexican  laborers 
and  the  Senate  bill  contained  a  provi¬ 
sion  for  $20.  That  was  compromised, 
and  the  conference  report  indicates  that 
the  conferees  agreed  on  $15. 

Then  there  was  another  provision  in 
the  bill  in  regard  to  the  employment  of 
wetbacks.  We  have  agreed  upon  a  pro¬ 
vision  which  will  not  make  available  any 
Mexican  to  perform  services  for  an  em¬ 
ployer  who  at  the  time  has  in  his 
employment  a  wetback. 

We  also  have  a  provision  in  the  con¬ 
ference  report  which  will  permit  wet¬ 
backs  to  be  employed  only  if  they  have 
been  in  this  country  more  than  5  years, 
and  only  if  such  employment  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Mexican  Government. 
We  believe  that  that  is  a  reasonable  pro¬ 
vision,  for  during  the  course  of  the  de¬ 
bate  it  was  pointed  out  that  many,  many 
Mexicans  have  been  in  this  country  for 


many,  many  years,  some  of  them  have 
even  married  American  citizens,  their 
children  are  American  citizens,  and  they 
have  resided  here  for  a  long,  long  period 
of  time,  and  it  would  be  a  hardship  not 
to  permit  them  to  accept  farm  labor  em¬ 
ployment. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  The 
gentleman,  I  know,  will  state  that  this 
was  a  unanimous  agreement  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  AUGUST  H.  ANDRESEN.  The 
primary  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  secure 
adequate  labor  in  this  country  to  do  this 
particular  kind  of  work  in  order  to  secure 
more  food  in  the  United  States  in  the 
present  crisis.  I  want  to  urge  that  the 
conference  report  be  adopted,  because  it 
is  quite  vital  that  this  labor  be  made 
available  for  different  areas  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  production  of  sugar,  the 
canning  of  vegetables  and  fruit,  and  also 
in  cotton-production  areas.  This  labor 
cannot  be  secured  in  the  United  States, 
because  American  workers  will  not,  as  a 
rule,  do  the  particular  kind  of  stoop  la¬ 
bor  which  is  required  in  order  to  produce 
this  food  and  fiber  so  necessary  in  the 
present  crisis. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  en¬ 
tirely  correct.  Might  I  say  it  is  a  unani¬ 
mous  conference  report,  and  I  am  in¬ 
formed  that  the  Senate  has  already 
agreed  to  the  conference  report  and  if 
we  agree  to  take  action,  the  bill  will 
probably  become  law  before  midnight. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
reserved  the  right  to  object  in  order  that 
the  minority  members  of  the  Committee 
cn  Agriculture  and  those  who  served  on 
this  conference  committee  might  be 
present  and  have  the  opportunity  to  ex¬ 
press  themselves,  and  also  that  the 
House  might  have  an  explanation  of  the 
measure  from  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Agriculture. 

I  withdraw  my  reservation  of  objec¬ 
tion,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker, 
further  reserving  the  right  to  object,  of 
course  all  the  Members  here  will  recog¬ 
nize  that  there  was  considerable  con¬ 
troversy  over  various  provisions  in  this 
bill  when  it  was  before  the  House.  As  I 
understand,  the  House  conferees  yielded 
in  many  respects,  especially  on  those 
items  about  which  there  was  controversy, 
and  on  which  the  Members  of  the  House 
expressed  opposition  to  the  bill;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  COOLEY.  The  gentleman  is  cor¬ 
rect. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  So  that  in  many 
respects  those  who  opposed  the  bill  can 
be  satisfied  that  their  objections  were 
met  and  have  been  met,  and  it  is  a  much 
better  bill,  in  their  opinion,  than  when 
it  was  passed  by  the  House. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Yes. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Massachusetts. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  As  I  understand, 
the  opposition  was  not  to  the  bill  it¬ 
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self — there  was  a  recognition  that  tem¬ 
porary  labor  in  this  country  was  neces¬ 
sary — but  to  try  and  improve  the  condi¬ 
tions  incident  to  their  employment. 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  That  is  correct. 
That  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  MCCARTHY.  I  would  like  to  say 
to  the  gentleman  I  was  surprised  to  hear 
that  the  agreement  was  unanimous,  in 
that  the  provisions  that  we  now  have 
in  the  conference  report  are  almost  the 
same  as  were  in  the  Senate  bill  after  the 
Douglas  amendment  was  stricken  here 
on  a  point  of  order,  and  that  bill,  with 
the  Douglas  amendment,  was  decisively 
defeated  in  the  House;  so  those  of  you 
who  are  supporting  the  Senate  bill  as  a 
substitute  I  think  can  support  this  with¬ 
out  any  compunction.  I  wonder  some¬ 
what,  however,  about  those  who  opposed 
the  Senate  bill  with  the  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment  stricken. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Having  played  some 
part  in  the  opposition  to  the  Poage  bill, 
and  having  supported  the  effort  to  sub¬ 
stitute  the  Senate  bill,  I  should  like  to 
say  that  the  conference  report  is  a  great 
improvement  over  the  Poage  bill.  In 
my  humble  opinion,  it  does  not  go  as 
far  as  it  should.  I  think  the  problem 
of  wages  and  other  things  that  should 
be  considered  in  bringing  these  nation¬ 
als  in  should  have  been  gone  into  in  this 
legislation.  However,  this  conference  re¬ 
port,  since  the  chairman  of  the  commit¬ 
tee  handed  me  a  draft  of  it  a  while  ago, 
and  I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  read 
it,  is  nowhere  near  as  objectionable  as 
the  Poage  bill  was.  I  frankly  think  it 
is  an  improvement.  However,  I  still 
do  not  like  the  legislation  and  state  now 
I  am  going  to  vote  against  adoption  of 
the  report.  I  do  not  think  it  is  the  type 
of  legislation  we  should  enact  in  this  sit¬ 
uation,  even  though  it  is  an  improve¬ 
ment  over  the  bill  originally  before  the 
House  several  days  ago. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EBERHARTER.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  North  Carolina. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  M^y  I  point  out  that 
the  matter  of  wages  is  subject  to  con¬ 
tract.  The  wages  are  fixed  and  agreed 
upon.  They  must  be  fair,  and  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  our  Government  and  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  of  Mexico. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  I  cannot  but  comment 
that  it  seems  a  little  ludicrous  to  ex¬ 
pect  the  individual  Mexican  worker  who 
comes  in  without  knowledge  of  how  to 
bargain  or  negotiate  to  be  in  a  position 
to  bargain  with  any  American  farmer 
who  is  a  pretty  sharp  bargainer  and 
get  a  real  wage. 

Mr.  COOLEY.  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
that  our  own  Department  of  Labor  will 
have  to  see  to  it  that  these  men  are 
not  exploited. 

Mr.  SHELLEY.  Without  determining 
what  the  prevailing  rate  is. 
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Mr.  EBERHARTER.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
withdraw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  reply  to  what 
the  gentleman  from  Minnesota  [Mr. 
McCarthy]  has  just  said  to  the  effect 
that  the  conference  report  as  agreed 
upon  embodies  most  of  the  features  that 
were  contained  in  the  Senate  bill  with 
the  exception  of  the  Douglas  amend¬ 
ment,  I  simply  want  to  say  that  at  the 
time  the  Polk  amendment  was  under 
consideration,  I  stated  there  were  some 
good  things  in  the  Senate  bill  that  I 
thought  possibly  should  be  adopted  and 
I  suggested  that  we  vote  down  the  Polk 
amendment  and  take  the  bill  to  confer¬ 
ence.  That  is  what  was  done.  The  con¬ 
ferees  have  come  back  I  think  with  a 
better  bill  than  we  had  before,  and  one 
that  I  believe  should  be  satisfactory. 

The  thing  about  the  House  bill  that 
disturbed  me  somewhat  was  the  charge 
that  the  bill  in  the  from  in  which  it 
passed  the  House  possibly  would  en¬ 
courage  wetbacks  to  come  into  this  coun¬ 
try  because  they  could  be  recruited  after 
they  came  in.  That  has  been  very  well 
taken  care  of,  I  think,  in  that  the  bill  as 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  does  not 
permit  wetbacks  to  be  recruited  unless 
they  have  been  here  5  years,  and  does 
not  permit  any  other  Mexican  to  be 
recruited  unless  he  entered  legally.  That 
I  think  is  a  distinct  improvement.  I 
think  we  can  defend  the-5-year  provision 
because  those  who  have  been  in  this 
country  5  years  and  who  have  not  been 
disturbed  by  the  Immigration  Service 
have  acquired  some  measure  of  stability 
and  some  rights  that  perhaps  should  be 
given  consideration. 

Mr.  CHELF.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Kentucky. 

Mr.  CHELF.  In  allaying  the  fears 
of  the  gentleman  from  California,  is  it 
not  true  that  these  Mexicans  will  be 
paid  the  prevailing  wage  scale  in  the 
particular  areas  into  which  they  come? 

Mr.  HOPE.  That  was  provided  in  both 
bills,  and  it  is  contained  in  the  bill 
agreed  on  in  conference. 

Mr.  HAND.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  HOPE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  HAND.  I  want  to  suggest  that  I 
supported  the  bill  in  the  House,  and  I 
want  to  congratulate  the  ranking  Mem¬ 
bers  and  the  chairman  and  the  conferees 
on  what .  I  think  constitutes  a  decided 
improvement  in  the  bill  as  it  passed  the 
House.  I  hope  the  bill  will  pass  without 
objection  now. 

Mr.  YORTY.  Reserving  the  right  to 
object,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate  the  fact 
that  this  bill  is  better  than  it  was  when 
it  passed  the  House.  I  still  do  not  regard 
it  as  a  good  bill  because  I  think  we  have 
had  the  opportunity  to  do  something 
about  the  wetback  problem  and  failed. 

The  argument  was  made  on  the  floor 
here  the  other  day  that  we  should  not 
have  a  penalty  provision  for  hiring  wet¬ 
backs  because  if  we  did  the  farmers 
would  be  afraid  to  hire  Americans  of 
Mexican  descent,  yet  in  this  bill  it  is  pro¬ 
vided  that  if  you  are  using  contract 
workers  and  you  are  caught  using  a  wet¬ 


back  you  will  lose  your  contract  workers. 
If  you  cannot  tell  Americans  of  Mexican 
descent  from  wetbacks  as  was  argued 
is  it  not  true  that  even  under  this  bill 
the  farmers  will  also  be  afraid  to  hire 
Americans  of  Mexican  descent  because 
if  they  happen  to  hire  a  wetback  they 
will  forfeit  the  right  to  use  contract 
workers.  So  the  whole  argument  about 
identity  was  purely  specious  and  put  up 
only  by  people  who  want  to  use  wet¬ 
backs  and  do  not  want  to  be  forced  to  use 
contract  workers  or  Americans  exclu¬ 
sively.  Our  failure  to  discourage  em¬ 
ployment  of  wetbacks  constitutes  a 
threat  to  American  labor  standards. 
Some  of  the  gentlemen  who  refuse  to 
vote  a  penalty  for  use  of  wetbacks  would 
probably  be  willing  to  vote  a  stringent 
penalty  to  halt  foreign  products  from 
flooding  our  markets  illegally.  This  bill 
could  still  be  considerably  improved  and 
ought  to  be.  In  spite  of  my  strong  ob¬ 
jections  at  this  hour  I  certainly  would 
not  refuse  the  unanimous-consent  re¬ 
quest  because  I  do  not  believe  in  obstruc¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  JACKSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Speaker,  reserving  the  right  to  object, 
I  must  confess  to  a  degree  of  confusion 
with  respect  to  the  provisions  of  the  con¬ 
ference  report  in  light  of  the  statements 
that  are  at  variance  from  several  of  the 
representatives  who  represent  consider¬ 
able  elements  in  the  labor  groups  here  in 
the  House.  There  seems  to  be  a  decided 
difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of 
the  conference  report  as  between  the  po¬ 
sition  taken  by  the  gentleman  from 
Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Eberharter]  and  the 
position  taken  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Yorty]  .  I  should  like  to 
have  someone  inform  me  as  to  whether 
the  provisions  of  the  conference  report, 
as  presently  before  us,  are  acceptable  to 
those  elements  of  organized  labor  which 
have  protested  against  the  passage  of 
such  legislation. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserving 
the  right  to  object,  I  had  a  number  of 
amendments  to  offer  the  other  Tiay  on 
this  bill  when  it  was  before  the  House. 
But  I  failed  to  get  an  opportunity  to 
offer  them.  Therefore,  I  want  to  make 
some  comment,  and  I  would,  with  my 
conscience  clear,  offer  an  objection  to  the 
unanimous-consent  motion  here,  but  I 
find  that  perhaps  my  offer  would  be  of 
short  life  anyway,  in  view  of  the  ex¬ 
perience  we  have  just  had. 

This  bill  would  be  passed  on  Monday, 
so  I  would  only  be  delaying  action  on  it 
and  taking  up  time. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  sold  on  this 
bill.  It  still  contains  a  number  of  evils, 
the  greatest  of  course  being  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  wetback  situation.  This  wet¬ 
back  situation  is  the  threat  to  a  number 
of  defenses  which  were  made  here  the 
other  day  in  behalf  of  this  legislation. 
The  gentleman  from  New  Mexico  made 
an  appeal  on  the  House  floor  on  behalf 
of  our  Latin-American  citizens,  as  well 
as  those  of  Spanish  descent,  who  may 
now  be  termed  residents  of  the  United 
States.  Those  are  the  people  that  he 
was  trying  to  keep  from  being  penalized. 
The  large  corporate  farm  throughout 
this  southern  area  and  west  coast  is  the 
one  in  which  the  Mexican  is  used  pri¬ 
marily,  on  the  border  and  on  the  west 


coast.  The  small  farmer  is  gradually 
being  sunk  by  this  imported  labor,  as 
well,  and  perhaps  more  by  these  wet¬ 
backs. 

On  the  question  of  the  wetback  situa¬ 
tion  there  is  one  weakness  that  perhaps 
this  Congress  is  responsible  for,  and  that 
is  that  the  border  down  there  is  not 
policed.  In  your  efforts  to  achieve  econ¬ 
omy,  not  only  on  the  Mexican  border, 
but  at  other  ports  of  entry  into  the  coun¬ 
try,  you  have  curtailed  the  policing 
ability  of  the  department  of  immigra¬ 
tion  to  do  a  good  job.  In  addition  to 
that,  the  wetback  is  encouraged,  because 
the  large  farmers  and  corporation 
plantations,  in  both  Texas  and  Cali¬ 
fornia,  encourage  the  wetback  because 
the  wetback  coming  in  illegally  day  after 
day  and  weekend  after  weekend  has  no 
defense  when  he  is  picked  up.  He  dare 
not  squawk,  and  dare  not  present  any 
evidence  of  violation  of  law,  so  far  as  the 
payment  of  wages,  or  hours,  or  housing 
conditions,  and  so  on,  are  concerned  be¬ 
cause  having  come  illegally  into  the 
country  he  can  be  fully  exploited  with¬ 
out  any  responsibility.  The  minute  he, 
squawks  he  is  turned  over. 

I  think  everybody  knows  that  these 
wetbacks  do  cross  the  river  every  night, 
or  every  day,  or  whenever  they  want  to, 
and  go  back  and  forth  across  the  riyer. 
They  are  the  threat  in  the  whole  situa¬ 
tion  so  far  as  this  very  much  needed 
labor  is  concerned.  I  think  that  is  the 
point  that  is  weak  here. 

So  far  as  the  labor  movement  is  con¬ 
cerned,  let  me  say  this  to  you:  Having 
associated  myself  over  a  long  period  of 
time  with  labor  problems,  personally  I 
have  no  objection  to  this  labor  if  it 
comes  through  on  a  contract  basis  and 
is  properly  policed  and  if  these  people 
who  come  into  the  country  are  on  con¬ 
tract  work  and  properly  taken  care  of  so 
far  as  housing  and  physical  welfare 
conditions  are  concerned. 

But  the  situation  is  so  loose  down 
there,  as  has  been  said  on  the  floor,  that 
out  of  500,000  Mexicans  who  come  across 
to  do  agricultural  work  here,  400,000  / 
come  in  illegally,  and  100,000  come  in  ' 
legally.  That  is  the  evil  in  the  whole 
thing,  and  in  that  the  labor  movement 
does  not  subscribe  and  will  not  subscribe. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  WIER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  HOPE.  This  bill,  of  course,  pro¬ 
vides  a  legal  way  in  which  they  can  come 
into  the  country  and  through  which  they 
can  work  under  conditions  they  ought  to 
work  under.  Does  not  the  gentleman 
think  that  the  passage  of  this  bill,  af¬ 
fording  as  it  does  this  legal  opportunity 
and  method  of  coming  in,  will  of  itself 
do  a  great  deal  to  do  away  with  the  sit¬ 
uation  where  there  was  previously  no 
way  by  which  this  labor  could  come  in, 
and  no  way  by  which  they  could  work 
in  this  country  except  illegally? 

Mr.  WIER.  That  is  the  point  I  tried 
to  make,  that  the  weakness  of  this  legis¬ 
lation,  and  the  weakness  of  the  program 
is  that  the  back  door  is  wide  open  for 
the  illegal  entry  of  these  people. 

Mr.  HOPE.  Before  this  bill  you  had 
no  door,  except  the  back  door,  and  now 
you  have  a  front  door  by  which  they  can 
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come  in,  and  I  think  they  will  come  in 
in  that  legal  way  provided  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  WIER.  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  I  would  gain  very  little  ex¬ 
cept  take  up  some  of  the  very  valuable 
time  of  the  House  which  I  know  the 
Members  are  interested  in  using  on  other 
matters,  I  will  withdraw  my  reservation 
and  say  that  I  am  not  happy  about  this 
legislation  as  a  member  of  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Labor.  Let  me  say,  however,  that 
this  bill  got  off  to  a  bad  start.  If  it  had 
been  referred  to  the  proper  committee, 
the  Committee  on  Labor  and  Education, 
we  might  have  fixed  some  of  these  weak 
spots. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  withdraw  my  reserva¬ 
tion  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  North 
Carolina? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on 
the  table. 


-The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  recognizes 
the  gentleman  from  Massachusetts  [Mr. 
McCormack], 

Mr.  MCCORMACK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
conferees  are  now  meeting  on  the  tem¬ 
porary  appropriations  resolution.  In 
view  of  that  I  think  it  would  be  well  for 
the  Speaker  to  declare  another  recess  to 
await  the  report  of  the  conferees. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  trusts  the 
gentleman  will  urge  the  Members  to  stay 
within  reach  of  the  bells. 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Expressly  I  urge 
the  Members  to  stay  here  until  we  defi¬ 
nitely  know  what  can  be  done. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  In  all  probabil¬ 
ity  there  are  only  one  or  two  questions  at 
issue  now  in  the  conference  report;  is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  Probably  three  of 
a  principal  nature. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  And  in  all  prob¬ 
ability  the  conferees  could  reach  an 
agreement  soon.  / 

Mr.  McCORMACK.  I  prefer  not  to 
express  an  opinion  on  that,  but  I  can  as¬ 
sure  the  membership  that  the  leadership 
will  keep  in  close  touch  with  the  con¬ 
ferees  and  will  cooperate  with  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  House  in  securing  as  ex¬ 
peditious  action  as  possible. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  And  the  mem¬ 
bership  of  the  Houpe  will  at  least  meet 
their  own  responsibility  if  they  stay  here 
a  while  and  give  .the  conferees  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  bring  back  a  report. 

RECESS 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Chair  declares  a 
recess  sijtfject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 
The  bejls  will  be  rung  15  minutes  before 
the  Hduse  reassembles. 

Thereupon  (at  4  o’clock  and  39  min¬ 
utes  p.  m.)  the  House  stood  in  recess 
subject  to  the  call  of  the  Chair. 


AFTER  RECESS 

The  recess  having  expired  (at  7  o’clock 
and  37  minutes  p.  m.),  the  House  was 
called  to  order  by  the  Speaker. 

TEMPORARY  APPROPRIATIONS,  1952 
Mr.  CANNON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
resolution  (H.  J.  Res.  277)  making  tem¬ 
porary  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
1952,  and  for  other  purposes: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  669) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  joint  reso¬ 
lution  (H.  J.  Res.  277)  “making  temporary 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1952,  and 
for  other  purposes,"  having  met,  after  full 
and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recom¬ 
mend  and  do  recommend  to  their  respective 
Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ment  numbered  6. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  1,  2,  3,  8,  and  9,  and  agree  to  the 
same. 

Amendment  numbered  4:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  4,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  stricken 
out  and  inserted  by  the  said  amendment, 
insert  the  following:  “(e)  Such  Amounts 
(but  not  to  exceed  $2,500,000  for'  Interna¬ 
tional  Development)  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  carrying  out,  at  a  rate  not  in  excess  of 
that  which  obtained  in  the  fourth  quarter 
of  the  fiscal  year  1951,  of  projects  and  activ¬ 
ities  under  applicable  appropriations  as  fol¬ 
lows:”;  and  the  Senate,  figree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  master  stricken  out  by  said 
amendment,  ahiended  to  read  as  follows: 
“(not  to  exceed  $145,000,000)”;  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agree  to  /the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the' same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
Restore  the  matter  stricken  out  by  said 
amendment,  amended  to  read  as  follows : 
“and,  in  addition  to  the  amounts  herein 
appropriated,  funds  heretofore  appropriated 
for  Mutual  Defense  Assistance,  Economic  Co¬ 
operation  (to  be  available  only  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  of  the  “India  Emergency  Food  Aid  Act 
of  1951”),  and  China  Area  Aid  shall  remain 
available  (but  not  beyond  the-  limiting  date 
specified  in  clause  (c)  of  section  4)  for  pro¬ 
grams,  projects,  and  activities  initiated  prior 
to  July  1,  1951.”;  and  the  Senate  agree  to 
the  same. 

Clarence  Cannon. 

John  J.  Rooney, 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

Karl  Stefan, 

Cliff  Clevenger, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Kenneth  McKet.i.ar, 

Carl  Hayden, 

Pat  McCarran, 

Homer  Ferguson, 

Kenneth  S.  Wherry, 
Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  joint  resolution  (H.  J. 
Res.  277)  making  temporary  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  year  1952,  and  for  other  pur¬ 


poses,  submit  the  following  statement  In 
explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed 
upon  and  recommended  in  the  accompany¬ 
ing  conference  report  as  to  each  of  such 
amendments,  namely: 

Amendment  No.  1,  bases'  available  funds 
on  first  quarter  (except  Department  of  De¬ 
fense)  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  fourth  quarter  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendments  Nos.  2  and  3,  restrict  obli¬ 
gations  by  Department  of  Defense  to  not 
in  excess  of  fifty  percent  more  than  pro¬ 
vided  in  fourth  quarter,  of  fiscal  year  1951 
as  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendments  Nos.  4,'  5,  and  6,  provide  for 
Mutual  Defense,  Economic  Cooperation, 
China  Area  Aid,  International  Development 
and  Institute  of  Inter-American  Affairs  as 
proposed  by  the  House  but  limits  amount 
for  Economic  Cooperation  to  $145,000,000  and 
International  Development  to  $2,500,000. 

Amendment  No.  7,  reappropriates  funds  as 
proposed  by  the  House  but  provides  that 
funds  reappropriated  for  Economic  Coopera¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  only  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Indian  Emergency  Food  Aid  Act. 

Amendment  No.  8,  bases  funds  available 
to  the  District  of  Columbia  on  the  first  quar¬ 
ter  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead  of 
the  fourth  quarter  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  9,  restricts  purchases  of 
passenger  carrying  vehicles  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate. 

Clarence  Cannon, 

John  J.  Rooney, 

J.  Vaughan  Gary, 

Karl  Stefan, 

Cliff  Clevenger, 

Managers  on  the  'Part  of  the  House. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  for  the  immediate 
consideration  of  the  conference  report 
and  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the 
statement  of  the  managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  o’f  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
statement  embodies  a  complete  agree¬ 
ment  on  all  items  in  disagreement  be¬ 
tween  the  two  Houses.  The  conference 
report  is  approved  and  signed  by  all 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  and 
all  managers  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 
It  was  a  very  satisfactory  conference, 
and  the  report  here  submitted  meets 
with  the  approval  of  all  conferees,  both 
of  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  STEFAN.  Mr.  Speaker,  this  re¬ 
port  is  agreeable  to  the  minority  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  conference  committee  and 
to  most  Members  on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 
I  feel  that  the  resolution  as  adopted  by 
the  conferees  is  a  great  improvement 
over  the  House  resolution.  There  is  con¬ 
siderable  savings  in  it,  and  I  think  we 
protect  the  military  and  all  defense  be¬ 
cause  it  allows  them  the  same  rate  of 
expenditure  as  was  allowed  for  the 
fourth  quarter,  but  it  leaves  expendi¬ 
tures  of  other  governmental  activities 
on  the  basis  of  the  first  quarter.  The 
minority  would  have  offered  some  of 
these  helpful  amendments  if  the  closed 
rule  had  not  been  adopted. 
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Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
[Mr.  Brown]. 

Mr.  BROWN  of  Ohio.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  asked  for  this  time  to  urge  all 
Members  to  support  this  conference  re¬ 
port.  I  have  also  asked  for  this  time  to 
point  out  that  the  difficulty  in  which  we 
found  ourselves  today  was  to  a  great 
extent  absolutely  unnecessary. 

Two  days  ago  we  had  before  this  House 
a  rule  to  consider  the  resolution  which 
is  now  before  us.  That  rule  was  a  gag 
rule  which  prohibited  the  membership 
of  this  House  from  working  its  will  on 
this  particular  resolution.  By  the  nar¬ 
row  margin  of  four  votes,  that  closed  or 
gag  rule  which  shut  off  the  offering  of 
amendments  was  adopted  by  the  House. 
Had  that  rule  been  defeated,  as  I  an¬ 
nounced  at  that  time,  I  would  have  then 
offered  an  amendment  to  the  rule  that 
would  have  stricken  out  the  gag  portion 
of  the  resolution  and  permitted  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  joint  resolution,  and  in 
turn  would  have  allowed  us,  the  elected 
representatives  of  the  people  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  to  speak  the 
true  wishes  of  the  American  people.  As 
the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Taber]  so  ably  pointed  out  during  gen¬ 
eral  debate  on  the  resolution,  had  there 
been  an  opportunity  to  offer  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  resolution,  most  of  the 
amendments  which  were  written  into  it 
by  the  other  body  would,  at  least,  in  sub¬ 
stance,  been  presented  to  the  House  and, 
in  my  opinion,  would  have  been  adopted. 
As  a  result  of  the  gag  or  the  closed  rule, 
we  did  not  have  the  opportunity  to  offer 
or  vote  on  those  amendments. 

The  resolution  went  to  the  other  body, 
where  amendments  similar  in  substance 
to  those  we  expected  and  desired  to  offer 
in  the  House  were  written  into  the  reso¬ 
lution.  I  am  happy  to  say  that  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  most  of  those  amendments  that 
were  adopted  in  the  other  body  are  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  conference  report.  In  fact, 
it  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
conference  report  strengthens  the 
amendments  which  were  offered  in  the 
other  body  and  even  goes  further  in 
carrying  out  the  desire  that  we  in  the 
minority  had  for  original  action  here  in 
the  House  than  anything  that  I  have  seen 
in  a  legislative  way  for  a  long  time. 

Perhaps  we  should  draw  a  lesson  from 
that  which  has  happened,  because  we 
have  just  caused  ourselves  a  great  deal 
of  trouble.  We  found  if  we  adopt  a  gag 
rule  shutting  off  debate  here  in  the  House 
on  an  important  matter  such  as  this, 
that  the  other  body  where  they  have  free 
debate  and  free  opportunity  to  offer 
amendments  does  act  and  does  carry  out 
the  real  demand  of  the  taxpayers  that 
the  Congress  take  some  concrete  action 
in  stopping  the  Federal  Government 
from  dissipating  the  taxpayer’s  money 
on  nondefense  items.  They  have  acted 
in  this  case  and  they  have  reported 
through  this  conference  committee  a 
much  better  resolution  than  we  had  here 
in  the  House  as  originally  adopted  and  I 
am  hoping  each  and  every  Member  of 
the  body  can  now  support  this  resolution. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ideal 
system  of  legislative  procedure  has  two 
primary  objectives — to  protect  the  rights 


of  the  minority  and,  as  the  distinguished 
Parliamentarian  of  the  House,  Mr. 
Deschler,  well  says  in  the  preface  to  the 
House  Manual,  to  permit  a  majority  to 
work  its  will  in  the  face  of  the  opposition 
of  an  obstructive  minority. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  always  invite  the  co¬ 
operation  of  the  minority.  But  where 
obstruction  replaces  cooperation  the 
rules  of  the  House  confer  on  the  majority 
not  only  the  right  but  the  duty  of  enact¬ 
ing  needed  legislation,  regardless  of  that 
obstruction. 

Certainly  the  occasion  warrants  the 
exercise  of  that  duty.  And  certainly  the 
action  of  the  majority  in  adopting  the 
rule  referred  to  by  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Brown]  is  warranted  and  vin¬ 
dicated  here  this  afternoon. 

Here  in  the  closing  hours  of  the  fiscal 
year,  with  the  deadline  only  4  hours 
away,  when  the  minority  has  interposed 
every  possible  obstacle  to  the  orderly 
consideration  of  a  continuing  resolution, 
although  such  resolutions  have  for  time 
immemorial  been  passed  by  general  con¬ 
sent,  the  majority  has  no  choice  but  to 
employ  the  previous  question  or  any 
other  procedure  necessary  to  continue 
the  operation  of  the  Government  for  the 
next  30  days. 

But  the  gentleman  goes  even  further 
and  makes  the  astounding  statement 
that  the  conference  report  before  the 
House  conforms  to  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments.  Nothing  could  be  further  from 
the  facts,  as  even  a  cursory  reading 
of  the  report  and  the  statement  will 
indicate. 

The  report  before  the  House  is — in  its 
major  provisions — the  resolution  passed 
by  the  House  and  messaged  to  the  Sen¬ 
ate.  Only  in  stich  minor  respects  as 
changes  from  one  quarter  to  another, 
limitation  of  ECA  appropriations  to 
$145,000,000,  and  technical  assistance 
programs  to  $2,500,000,  did  the  House 
accede  to  the  Senate. 

In  the  essential  features  of  the  con¬ 
tinuing  resolution,  such  as  reduction  of 
mutual  defense  assistance  from  $900,- 
000,000  to  $250,000,000  attempted  by  the 
Senate,  reduction  of  China  area  aid, 
Formosa,  and  southwest  Asia,  by  some¬ 
thing  like  80  percent,  elimination  of 
$456,000,000  of  unobligated  balances  for 
foreign  aid  purposes,  reduction  of  sup¬ 
port  for  the  Institute  of  Inter-American 
Affairs,  drastic  changes  which  would 
have  left  General  Eisenhower’s  forces 
without  critical  equipment  and  im¬ 
periled  the  success  of  our  efforts  to 
unite  the  free  nations  of  Europe  and 
bring  about  permanent  peace,  the  Senate 
yielded.  And  the  resolution  as  it  goes 
to  the  President  is  so  predominantly  the 
House  version,  that  we  can  be  assured  it 
will  meet  with  the  President’s  approval. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  ROONEY.  Would  not  the  very 
fact  that  the  result  in  defeating  the 
opponents  of  the  Eisenhower  plan  in 
their  attempt  to  continue  the  flow  of 
funds  to  General  Eisenhower,  in  order 
to  prevail  upon  the  countries  of  Western 
Europe  to  ban  together  in  a  common  de¬ 
fense  against  communism,  justify  the 


procedure  taken  in  the  past  2  days?  In 
the  action  now  before  the  House  those 
opponents  of  the  Eisenhower  plan  h&ve 
been  defeated  thoroughly  and  decisively. 

Mr.  CANNON.  Unquestionably.  The 
Senate  amendments  cut  the  Eisenhower 
program  and  the  Eisenhower  funds  to 
less  than  one-third  of  those  provided  by 
the  House.  The  extent  to  which  the 
other  body  went,  in  its  efforts  to  strip 
the  resolution,  is  apparent  when  it  is 
remembered  that  the  amendment  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  minority  when  the  measure 
was  before  the  House,  proposed  to  reduce 
General  Eisenhower’s  funds  only  one- 
third  of  the  high  quarter,  whereas  the 
Senate  amendments,  rejected  in  the 
pending  conference  report,  proposed  to 
reduce  them  two-thirds  of  the  low 
quarter. 

At  this  crucial  hour  in  international 
relations,  when  General  Eisenhower  is 
winning  the  support  and  confidence  of 
all  European  allies,  this  conference  re¬ 
port  prevents  interference  with  his  pro¬ 
gram  by  rejecting  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  and  providing  the  full  amount 
carried  by  the  resolution  as  it  passed  the 
House  and  went  to  the  Senate. 

Mr.  BUSBEY.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CANNON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Illinois. 

Mr.  BUSBE5?.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  our  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Appropriations  to  clarify  a  situ¬ 
ation  which  troubles  me.  I  received  the 
impression  from  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  representing  the  minority,  that  in 
this  conference  report  practically  every¬ 
thing  was  in  it  that  the  Senate  had 
written  into  it.  Now  I  get  the  impres¬ 
sion  from  the  gentleman  from  Missouri 
that  the  conference  report  does  not  in¬ 
clude  what  the  Senate  wanted  or  what 
the  House  wanted  in  it.  I  would  like  to 
have  a  little  clarification  now. 

Mr.  CANNON.  The  gentleman  need 
not  listen  to  either  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  or  the  gentleman  from  Missouri. 
All  that  it  is  necessary  for  him  to  do  to 
understand  the  situation  fully,  is  to 
examine  the  statement  just  read  from 
the  desk. 

Mr.  Speaker,  unless  someone  else  de¬ 
sires  to  be  heard,  I  move  the  previous 
question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  H.  CARL  ANDERSEN.  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  that  I  demand  the  yeas  and 
nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  256,  nays  12,  answered  “pres¬ 
ent”  1,  not  voting  163,  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  100]  ' 

YEAS— 256 


Aandahl 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Allen,  Calif. 
Andersen, 
H.  Carl 
Andresen, 
August  H. 
Andrews 
Anfuso 
Angell 


Aspinall 

Auchincloss 

Baker 

Baring 

Barrett 

Bates,  Mass. 

Battle 

Beamer 

Beckworth 

Belcher 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Bentsen 


Berry 

Betts 

Blackney 

Blatnik 

Bosone 

Bow 

Boykin 

Bramblett 

Brehm 

Brown,  Ga. 

Brown,  Ohio 

Brownson 

Budge 


■ 
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Public  Law  78  -  82d  Congress 
Chapter  223  -  1st  Session 
S.  984 

AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title 
to  read  as  follows : 

“TITLE  Y— AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

“Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  production  of  agri¬ 
cultural  commodities  and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic 
of  Mexico  (pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United  States  and 
the  Republic  of  Mexico),  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including  any  such  workers  who 
have  resided  in  the  United  States  for  the  preceding  five  years,  or 
who  are  temporarily  in  the  United  States  under  legal  entry) ; 

“(2)  to  establish  ancl  operate  reception  centers  at  or  near  the 
places  of  actual  entry  of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United 
States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  housing  such  workers 
while  arrangements  are  being  made  for  their  employment  in,  or 
departure  from,  the  continental  United  States; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such  workers  from  recruit¬ 
ment  centers  outside  the  continental  United  States  to  such  recep¬ 
tion  centers  and  transportation  from  such  reception  centers  to 
such  recruitment  centers  after  termination  of  employment ; 

“(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such  subsistence,  emergency 
medical  care,  and  burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial 
expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or  become  necessary  during 
transportation  authorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such  work¬ 
ers  are  at  reception  centers ; 

“(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers  in  negotiating  con¬ 
tracts  for  agricultural  employment  (such  workers  being  free  to 
accept  or  decline  agricultural  employment  with  any  eligible 
employer  and  to  choose  the  type  of  agricultural  employment  they 
desire,  and  eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricultural 
employment  to  any  workers  of  their  choice  not  under  contract  to 
other  employers) ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  employers  of  provisions 
of  such  contracts  relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  fur¬ 
nishing  of  transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  title  to  any 
employer  unless  such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the 
United  States— 

“  ( 1 )  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against  loss  by  reason  of  its 
guaranty  of  such  employer’s  contracts ; 

“(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  essential  expenses,  not 
including  salaries  or  expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency 
personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  transportation  and  subsistence 
of  workers  under  this  title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $15  per 
worker ;  and 

“ (3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in  which  a  worker 
is  not  returned  to  the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the 
contract  entered  into  under  section  501  (5),  an  amount  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal 
cost  to  the  employer  of  returning  other  workers  from  the  place  of 
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employment  to  such  reception  center,  less  any  portion  thereof 
required  to  be  paid  by  other  employers. 

“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall  be  available 
for  employment  in  any  area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  deter¬ 
mined  and  certified  that  ( 1 )  sufficient  domestic  workers  who  are  able, 
willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and  place  needed 
to  perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed, 
(2)  the  employment  of  such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the 
wages  and  working  conditions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers  simi¬ 
larly  employed,  and  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been  made  to  attract 
domestic  workers  for  such  employment  at  wages  and  standard  hours 
of  work  comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this  title  who  are  not  citizens 
of  the  United  States  shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States  subject 
to  the  immigration  laws  (or  if  already  in,  for  not  less  than  the  pre¬ 
ceding  five  years  or  by  virtue  of  legal  entry,  and  otherwise  eligible 
for  admission  to,  the  United  States  may,  pursuant  to  arrangements 
between  the  United  States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  be  permitted 
to  remain  therein)  for  such  time  and  under  such  conditions  as  may 
be  specified  by  the  Attorney  General  but,  notwithstanding  any  other 
provision  of  law  or  regulation,  no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required 
which  imposes  liability  upon  any  person  for  the  failure  of  any  such 
worker  to  depart  from  the  United  States  upon  termination  of  employ¬ 
ment:  Provided ,  That  no  workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this 
title  to,  nor  shall  any  workers  made  available  under  this  title  be 
permitted  to  remain  in  the  employ  of,  any  employer  who  has  in  his 
employ  any  Mexican  alien  when  such  employer  knows  or  has  reason¬ 
able  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or  by  reasonable  inquiry  could  have 
ascertained  that  such  Mexican  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United 
States. 

“Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph 
as  follows : 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers 
under  contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the 
Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as 
amended,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph 
as  follows : 

“‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under 
contracts  entered  into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  be 
subject  to  the  head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Immigration  Act 
of  1917  (8U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132). 

“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is 
authorized — 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal  and  State  agencies; 
to  utilize  (pursuant  to  such  agreements)  the  facilities  and  services 
of  such  agencies ;  and  to  allocate  or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise 
to  pay  or  reimburse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in  connection 
therewith ; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncompensated  serv¬ 
ices  ;  and 

“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  agricultural 
labor  force,  to  cooperate  with  the  Secretary  of^State  in  negotiating 
and  carrying  out  agreements  or  arrangements  relating  to  the  em¬ 
ployment  in  the  United  States,  subject  to  the  immigration  laws, 
of  agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 
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“Sec.  507.  F or  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“(1)  The  term  ‘agricultural  employment’  includes  services  or 
activities  included  within  the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the 
Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as  amended,  or  section  1426 
(h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  horticultural 
employment,  cotton  ginning,  compressing  and  storing,  crushing 
of  oil  seeds,  and  the  packing,  canning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other 
processing  of  perishable  or  seasonable  agricultural  products. 

“(2)  The  term  ‘employer’  shall  include  an  association,  or  other 
group,  of  employers,  but  only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for 
whom  workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in  the  event  of  its 
default,  to  carry  out  the  obligations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant 
to  section  502,  or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  indi¬ 
vidual  liability  is  not  necessary  to  assure  performance  of  such 
obligations. 

“Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  limiting  the 
authority  of  the  Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general  immigra¬ 
tion  laws,  to  permit  the  importation  of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for 
agricultural  employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to  permit  any 
such  alien  who  entered  the  United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the 
purpose  of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment  under  such 
conditions  and  for  such  time  as  he,  the  Attorney  General,  shall  specify. 

“Sec.  509.  No  workers  will  be  made  available  under  this  title  for 
employment  after  December  31,  1953.” 

Approved  July  12,  1951. 
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To  the  Congress  of  the  United  States: 

I  have  approved  S.  984,  an  act  relating  to  the  recruitment  and 
employment  of  agricultural  workers  from  Mexico. 

If  promptly  followed  up  by  other  needed  measures,  this  act  can 
be  a  first  step  toward  a  comprehensive  program  to  bring  badly  needed 
improvements  in  the  living  and  working  conditions  of  migratory 
farm  workers,  both  foreign  and  domestic.  At  the  same  time,  this 
act  can  help  to  assure  an  adequate  supply  of  labor  to  meet  the  needs 
of  American  agriculture.  On  the  other  hand,  if  enactment  of  this 
legislation  becomes  an  excuse  for  delay  on  these  other  measures,  it 
will  hamper  our  efforts  to  meet  more  basic  problems,  including  the 
pressing  problem  of  illegal  immigration. 

For  that  reason  I  could  not  have  given  my  approval  to  this  act 
had  I  not  been  assured  by  congressional  leaders  that  supplementary 
legislation  and  appropriations  would  receive  prompt  consideration  at 
this  session. 

For  many  years  the  Mexican  Government,  by  agreement  with  the 
United  States,  has  allowed  its  citizens  to  come  into  this  country  on 
contracts  with  agricultural  employers  to  assist  in  harvesting  vital 
crops — principally  cotton,  sugar  beets,  citrus  fruits,  and  vegetables — 
and  mostly  in  the  southwestern  part  of  the  United  States. 

During  and  since  the  last  war,  the  recurrent  shortages  of  farm  labor 
in  the  United  States  have  made  the  addition  of  contract  workers  from 
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Mexico  a  vital  factor  in  bringing  in  the  crops.  Last  year,  for  example, 
70,000  Mexican  workers  were  legally  admitted  to  this  country  for 
contract  work  during  the  harvesting  season. 

However,  both  this  Government  and  the  Mexican  Government 
have  become  increasingly  concerned  about  violations  of  the  contract 
terms  under  which  Mexican  citizens  are  employed  in  this  country. 
We  must  make  sure  that  contract  wages  will  in  fact  be  paid,  that 
transportation  within  this  country  and  adequate  reception  centers  for 
Mexican  workers  will  in  fact  be  provided.  It  is  necessary,  therefore, 
that  this  Government  be  able  to  stand  behind  all  contracts  and 
guarantee  performance  in  the  future,  if  any  more  Mexican  citizens 
are  to  be  legally  recruited  for  work  in  the  United  States.  Until  this 
can  be  done,  Mexico  has  taken  steps  to  terminate  the  agreement 
under  which  her  citizens  were  brought  to  this  country  in  the  past 
and  will  make  a  new  agreement  only  if  these  guaranties  are  given. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  S.  984'  to  give  this  Government  the  authority 
needed  to  make  a  mutually  satisfactory  new  agreement  with  Mexico, 
which  would  include  these  guaranties.  Under  the  terms  of  this  act 
the  United  States  Government,  subject  to  a  fixed  reimbursement  by 
the  employer,  will  be  able  to  recruit  and  transport  Mexican  workers 
to  reception  centers  in  this  country,  to  house  and  care  for  these 
workers  until  they  are  employed,  to  help  them  make  arrangements 
with  American  employers,  and  to  guarantee  performance  by  em¬ 
ployers  of  the  terms  of  their  employment  contracts. 

With  this  authority,  it  should  be  possible  to  reach  a  new  agreement 
with  Mexico.  This  act  will  thus  take  care  of  one  immediate  problem, 
the  harvesting  of  crops  this  year.  It  will  also  undoubtedly  improve 
the  situation  of  Mexican  workers  brought  into  this  country  for  contract 
work.  A  government-to-government  guaranty  of  wages  and  work 
standards  for  these  workers  will  be  a  real  step  forward. 

But  this  is  a  very  limited  progress,  which  hardly  touches  our  basic 
farm-labor  problems.  The  really  crucial  point,  which  this  act  scarcely 
faces,  is  the  steady  stream  of  illegal  immigrants  from  Mexico,  the 
so-called  wetbacks,  who  cross  the  Rio  Grande  or  the  western 
stretches  of  our  long  border,  in  search  of  employment.  These  people 
are  coming  into  our  country  in  phenomenal  numbers,  and  at  an 
increasing  rate.  Last  year  500,000  illegal  immigrants  were  appre¬ 
hended  and  returned  to  Mexico.  In  1949  less  than  300,000  were 
returned. 

There  are  many  thousands  of  these  people  who  have  escaped  detec¬ 
tion  and  remain  in  this  country  today.  Thousands  more  will  find 
their  way  here  before  the  year  is  out.  Since  these  unfortunate  people 
are  here  illegally,  they  are  subject  to  deportation  if  caught  by  our 
immigration  authorities.  They  have  to  hide  and  yet  must  work  to 
live.  They  are  thus  in  no  position  to  bargain  with  those  who  might 
choose  to  exploit  them. 

And  many  of  them  are  exploited,  I  regret  to  say,  and  are  left  in 
abject  poverty.  They  live  always  under  the  threat  of  exposure  and 
deportation.  They  are  unable,  therefore,  to  protest  or  to  protect 
themselves. 

The  presence  of  these  illegal  workers  has  a  seriously  depressing 
effect  on  wages  and  working  conditions  in  farm  areas  throughout  the 
Southwest.  The  standards  of  living  and  job  opportunities  of  Ameri¬ 
can  farm  workers  are  under  constant  downward  pressure.  Thou- 
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sands  of  our  own  citizens,  particularly  those  of  Latin  descent,  are 
displaced  from  employment  or  forced  to  work  under  substandard 
conditions  because  of  the  competition  of  these  illegal  immigrants. 

Everyone  suffers  from  the  presence  of  these  illegal  immigrants  in 
the  community.  They  themselves  are  hurt,  first  of  all.  Our  own 
workers,  as  well  as  the  legal  contract  workers  from  Mexico,  are  hurt 
by  the  lowering  of  working  and  living  standards.  And  the  farmers 
are  hurt,  too.  Instead  of  a  well-trained,  reliable  supply  of  workers, 
they  are  increasingly  dependent  on  a  rapidly  shifting,  ill-trained 
domestic  labor  force,  supplemented  legally  or  illegally  from  foreign 
sources.  They  face  a  crisis  in  their  labor  supply  at  every  season. 
They  are  forced,  year  after  year,  to  makeshift  last-minute  measures 
to  save  their  crops. 

The  President’s  Commission  on  Migratory  Labor,  in  its  recent 
report  on  the  situation  throughout  the  Nation,  put  the  issue  this  way: 

Shall  we  continue  indefinitely  to  have  low  work  standards  and  conditions  of 
employment  in  agriculture  thus  depending  on  the  underprivileged  and  the  un- 
;  fortunate  at  home  and  abroad  to  supply  and  replenish  our  seasonal  and  migratory 
work  force?  Or  shall  we  do  in  agriculture  what  we  already  have  done  in  other 
sectors  of  our  economy — create  honest-to-goodness  jobs  which  will  offer  a  decent 
living  so  that  domestic  workers,  without  being  forced  by  dire  necessity,  will  be 
willing  to  stay  in  agriculture  and  become  a  dependable  labor  supply?  Just  as 
farm  employers  want  able  and  willing  workers  when  needed,  so  do  workers  want 
reliable  jobs  which  yield  a  fair  living.  Neither  is  being  satisfied. 

S.  984  does  not  face  up  to  that  basic  issue. 

The  act  does,  it  is  true,  provide  that  Mexican  workers  may  not 
legally  be  brought  in  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  certifies  a  real 
shortage  of  domestic  workers.  The  act  also  provides  that  employ¬ 
ment  of  Mexican  contract  labor  must  not  adversely  affect  wages  or 
working  conditions  of  domestic  workers.  But  these  safeguards  have 
little  meaning  so  long  as  illegal  immigration  continues,  so  long  as 
illegal  workers  are  in  fact  used  by  American  employers  to  take  the 
place  of  other  workers. 

If  we  are  to  begin  to  meet  the  basic  problem,  we  must  do  two  things 
right  away:  First,  we  must  put  a  stop  to  the  employment  of  illegal 
immigrants.  Second,  we  must  improve  the  use  of  our  domestic  labor 
force.  These  steps  will  require  more  sanctions  than  our  laws  now 
provide  and  more  administrative  machinery  and  services  than  are 
)  now  available.  Therefore,  I  recommend  that  the  Congress  take  the 
following  action: 

First,  legislation  should  be  enacted  providing  punishment  for  the 
offense  of  harboring  or  concealing  aliens  who  have  entered  this  country 
illegally.  While  we  have  a  law  on  the  books  purporting  to  make  this 
an  offense,  that  law  is  not  enforceable,  because  no  penalty  was  ade¬ 
quately  provided.  This  should  be  remedied  at  once.  In  addition, 
to  help  discourage  the  smuggling  of  aliens,  the  existing  provisions  of 
law  punishing  transportation  of  illegal  immigrants  must  be  strength¬ 
ened.  WLile  such  legislation  will  be  very  useful  in  bringing  illegal 
immigration  from  Mexico  under  control,  it  will  also  be  a  valuable 
addition  to  our  general  immigration  laws. 

Second,  legislation  should  be  enacted  to  clearly  establish  the 
authority  of  personnel  of  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service 
to  inspect  places  of  employment,  without  a  warrant,  where  they  have 
reason  to  believe  that  illegal  immigrants  are  working  or  quartered. 
Immigration  inspectors  are  able  to  cope  with  known  illegal  immigrants 
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by  obtaining  warrants  for  their  arrest.  But  where  there  are  places  of 
employment,  consisting  of  many  acres  of  land  on  which  many  workers 
are  employed  and  quartered,  inspection  is  necessary  to  find  out 
whether  illegal  immigrants  are  among  those  workers.  The  inspections 
would  involve  no  more,  and  probably  a  good  deal  less,  than  inspections 
of  mines  or  factories  by  public  authorities  to  assure  compliance  with 
accident-prevention  laws.  Of  course,  a  farmer’s  dwelling  should  be 
safe  from  search  without  a  warrant.  But  there  is  no  reason  why  other 
premises  which  serve  as  places  of  employment  should  not  be  open  for 
inspection  to  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  our  immigration  laws. 

Third,  a  supplemental  appropriation  should  be  made  available 
immediately  to  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  to  expand 
its  personnel  in  the  Southwest  so  that  all  types  of  enforcement  work 
can  be  stepped  up,  including  apprehension,  investigation,  and  deporta¬ 
tion  of  illegal  entrants.  I  shall  shortly  send  a  budget  estimate  for  this 
purpose  to  the  Congress. 

It  is  absolutely  impossible,  without  the  expenditure  of  very  large 
amounts  of  manpower  and  money,  to  seal  off  our  long  land  borders 
to  all  illegal  immigration.  But  these  three  actions  by  the  Congress 
will  give  us  the  tools  we  need  to  find  and  deport  illegal  immigrants 
once  here  and  to  discourage  those  of  our  own  citizens  who  are  aiding 
and  abetting  their  movement  into  the  country. 

In  this  connection,  I  am  glad  to  report  that  the  Government  of 
Mexico  is  contemplating  more  stringent  measures  on  its  own  account 
to  help  curtail  illegal  crossings  of  our  border. 

As  a  fourth  measure  for  immediate  congressional  action,  I  shall 
shortly  forward  to  the  Congress  a  supplemental  budget  estimate  for 
the  Farm  Placement  Service  of  the  Labor  Department. 

It  is  not  enough  to  take  strong  action  against  the  stream  of  illegal 
immigrants.  If  we  are  to  make  real  progress  toward  solving  our 
basic  farm-labor  problem,  we  must  improve  the  utilization  of  our  own 
citizens  in  the  farm-labor  force,  and  reduce  to  a  minimum  our  depend¬ 
ence  on  foreign  sources.  As  a  first  step,  we  need  at  once  to  strengthen 
the  machinery  of  the  Department  of  Labor  for  surveying  labor-market 
needs  and  recruiting  workers  to  fill  these  needs.  This  will  be  essential 
if  we  are  to  do  an  effective  job  under  S.  984,  in  deciding  how  many 
contract  workers  to  bring  across  the  border  and  where  they  ought  to 
be  employed.  It  will  be  essential  if  we  are  to  make  this  importation 
of  foreign  workers  truly  supplemental  to  our  own  resources  of  farm 
labor  and  give  the  fullest  opportunity  to  those  of  our  citizens  who 
seek  employment  on.  the  farm. 

The  additional  funds  for  the  Farm  Placement  Service  will  be  used 
to  expand  labor-market  studies  which  will  be  undertaken  in  coopera¬ 
tion  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture.  These  funds  will  also  permit 
an  expansion  of  the  field  staff  in  rural  areas,  where  large-scale  em¬ 
ployment  of  farm  labor  is  required.  The  aim  in  these  areas  will  be 
to  find  out  exactly  what  workers  are  needed  and  find  the  right  workers 
to  do  the  job. 

Finally,  these  funds  will  be  used  to  expand  the  Government’s 
operations  in  the  manner  required  under  S.  984,  including  trans¬ 
portation  and  reception  of  Mexican  workers,  inspection  of  contract 
operations,  and  handling  of  complaints. 

Unless  all  of  these  activities  of  the  Farm  Placement  Service  can  be 
built  up  quickly  and  effectively,  orderly  operations  under  S.  984 
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will  be  impossible  and  we  will  lose  the  chance  to  make  full  use  of  our 
domestic  supply  of  farm  workers  or  to  determine  on  a  realistic  basis 
our  need  for  workers  from  abroad. 

These  four  measures,  supplementing  the  provisions  of  S.  984,  will 
give  us  a  real  program  with  which  to  tackle  the  basic  problems  of 
farm  labor  in  the  Southwest.  They  will  help  us  also  to  make  a  start 
in  other  areas  where  agriculture  is  dependent  on  large-scale  use  of 
migratory  workers. 

There  is  one  provision  of  S.  984  which  could  interfere  quite  seriously 
with  our  efforts  to  maintain  labor  standards  in  this  country.  This  is 
the  provision  which  so  defines  agricultural  employment  as  to  allow 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  bring  in  Mexican  workers  for  employment 
in  food-processing  trades  as  well  as  on  the  farm.  It  is  essential  that 
we  keep  the  importation  of  Mexican  workers  from  reducing  the  job 
opportunities  or  working  conditions  of  our  own  citizens  employed  in 
these  trades.  To  that  end,  I  believe  the  Congress  should  repeal  this 
provision.  In  the  meantime,  it  will  be  necessary  for  the  Secretary  of 
1  Labor  to  use  his  discretion  with  great  care  and  to  authorize  the  em¬ 
ployment  of  Mexican  workers  in  these  trades  only  in  case  of  some 
genuine,  unmistakable  emergency. 

The  measures  which  I  am  now  recommending  to  the  Congress  will 
not  take  care  of  all  our  problems  by  any  means.  The  President’s 
Commission  on  Migratory  Labor,  a  group  of  distinguished  citizens, 
recently  completed  an  extensive  investigation  of  migratory  labor 
problems  throughout  the  country.  The  Commission’s  report  was  sub¬ 
mitted  2  months  ago  and  is  being  intensively  studied  within  the 
executive  branch.  It  is  a  very  useful  and  constructive  document  and 
It  emphasizes,  among  other  things,  that  the  migratory  workers  in  this 
country  will  need  specially  adapted  programs  to  improve  housing 
conditions  and  health,  education,  and  social  security.  They  will  need 
these  things  if  they  are  to  develop  into  the  kind  of  labor  force 
so  badly  needed  in  agriculture  today — a  labor  force  which  really 
meets  the  long-run  requirements  of  large-scale  “industrialized”  farm 
production. 

From  time  to  time,  therefore,  as  the  report  of  this  Commission  is 
studied  and  appraised,  I  intend  to  send  further  recommendations  to 
.  the  Congress,  looking  toward  more  improvements  in  the  working  con- 
)  ditions  and  living  standards  of  our  migrant  workers.  Meanwhile,  it 
is  my  earnest  hope  that  the  Congress  will  lose  no  time  in  acting  on  the 
recommendations  outlined  in  this  message. 

The  White  House,  July  13,  1951. 
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INFORMATION  CONCERNING 
ENTRY  OF  MEXICAN  AGRICULTURAL 
WORKERS  TO  UNITED  STATES 


Public  L  aw  78,  8 2d  Congress 


Agreement  Between  Governments  of  United  States 
and  Mexico  Concerning  Migrant  Labor 
Approved  August  1951 


INDIVIDUAL  WORK  CONTRACT 


BUREAU  OF  EMPLOYMENT  SECURITY 
FARM  PLACEMENT  SERVICE 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  LABOR  •  MAURICE  J.  TOBIN,  Secretary 


Public  Law  78 — 82d  Congress 
Chapter  223 — 1st  Session 
S.  984 
AN  ACT 

To  amend  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  a  new  title  to  read  as  follows : 

“TITLE  V— AGRICULTURAL  WORKERS 

“Sec.  501.  For  the  purpose  of  assisting  in  such  production  of  agricultural  commodities 
and  products  as  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  deems  necessary,  by  supplying  agricultural 
workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico  (pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United  States 
and  the  Republic  of  Mexico),  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  recruit  such  workers  (including  any  such  workers  who  have  resided  in 
the  United  States  for  the  preceding  five  years,  or  who  are  temporarily  in  the  United 
States  under  legal  entry)  ; 

“(2)  to  establish  and  operate  reception  centers  at  or  near  the  places  of  actual 
entry  of  such  workers  into  the  continental  United  States  for  the  purpose  of  receiving 
and  housing  such  workers  while  arrangements  are  being  made  for  their  employment 
in,  or  departure  from,  the  continental  United  States ; 

“(3)  to  provide  transportation  for  such  workers  from  recruitment  centers  outside 
the  continental  United  States  to  such  reception  centers  and  transportation  from  such 
reception  centers  to  such  recruitment  centers  after  termination  of  employment; 

“(4)  to  provide  such  workers  with  such  subsistence,  emergency  medical  care,  and 
burial  expenses  (not  exceeding  $150  burial  expenses  in  any  one  case)  as  may  be  or 
become  necessary  during  transportation  authorized  by  paragraph  (3)  and  while  such 
workers  are  at  reception  centers ; 

“(5)  to  assist  such  workers  and  employers  in  negotiating  contracts  for  agricul¬ 
tural  employment  (such  workers  being  free  to  accept  or  decline  agricultural  employ¬ 
ment  with  any  eligible  employer  and  to  choose  the  type  of  agricultural  employment 
they  desire,  and  eligible  employers  being  free  to  offer  agricultural  employment  to  any 
workers  of  their  choice  not  under  contract  to  other  employers)  ; 

“(6)  to  guarantee  the  performance  by  employers  of  provisions  of  such  contracts 
relating  to  the  payment  of  wages  or  the  furnishing  of  transportation. 

“Sec.  502.  No  workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  title  to  any  employer  unless 
such  employer  enters  into  an  agreement  with  the  United  States — 

“(1)  to  indemnify  the  United  States  against  loss  by  reason  of  its  guaranty  of 
such  employer’s  contracts ; 

“(2)  to  reimburse  the  United  States  for  essential  expenses,  not  including  salaries 
or  expenses  of  regular  department  or  agency  personnel,  incurred  by  it  for  the  trans¬ 
portation  and  subsistence  of  workers  under  this  title  in  amounts  not  to  exceed  $15  per 
worker;  and 

“(3)  to  pay  to  the  United  States,  in  any  case  in  which  a  worker  is  not  returned 
to  the  reception  center  in  accordance  with  the  contract  entered  into  under  section  501 
(5),  an  amount  determined  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  be  equivalent  to  the  normal 
cost  to  the  employer  of  returning  other  workers  from  the  place  of  employment  to  such 
reception  center,  less  any  portion  thereof  required  to  be  paid  by  other  employers. 
“Sec.  503.  No  workers  recruited  under  this  title  shall  be  available  for  employment  in 
any  area  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  determined  and  certified  that  (1)  sufficient 
domestic  workers  who  are  able,  willing,  and  qualified  are  not  available  at  the  time  and 
place  needed  to  perform  the  work  for  which  such  workers  are  to  be  employed,  (2)  the 
employment  of  such  workers  will  not  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working  conditions 
of  domestic  agricultural  workers  similarly  employed,  and  (3)  reasonable  efforts  have  been 
made  to  attract  domestic  workers  for  such  employment  at  wages  and  standard  hours  of 
work  comparable  to  those  offered  to  foreign  workers. 

“Sec.  504.  Workers  recruited  under  this  title  who  are  not  citizens  of  the  United  States 
shall  be  admitted  to  the  United  States  subject  to  the  immigration  law's  (or  if  already  in, 
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for  not  less  than  the  preceding  five  years  or  by  virtue  of  legal  entry,  and  otherwise  eligible 
for  admission  to,  the  United  States  may,  pursuant  to  arrangements  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Republic  of  Mexico,  be  permitted  to  remain  therein)  for  such  time  and  under 
such  conditions  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Attorney  General  but,  notwithstanding  any 
other  provision  of  law  or  regulation,  no  penalty  bond  shall  be  required  which  imposes 
liability  upon  any  person  for  the  failure  of  any  such  worker  to  depart  from  the  United 
States  upon  termination  of  employment:  Provided,  That  no  workers  shall  be  made  avail¬ 
able  under  this  title  to,  nor  shall  any  workers  made  available  under  this  title  be  permitted 
to  remain  in  the  employ  of,  any  employer  who  has  in  his  employ  any  Mexican  alien  when 
such  employer  knows  or  has  reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or  by  reasonable 
inquiry  could  have  ascertained  that  such  Mexican  alien  is  not  lawfully  within  the  United 
States. 

"Sec.  505.  (a)  Section  210  (a)  (1)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  as  amended,  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as  follows : 

“  ‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(b)  Section  1426  (b)  (1)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  subparagraph  as  follows : 

“  ‘(C)  Service  performed  by  foreign  agricultural  workers  under  contracts  entered 
into  in  accordance  with  title  V  of  the  Agricultural  Act  of  1949,  as  amended.’ 

“(c)  Workers  recruited  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  not  be  subject  to  the 
head  tax  levied  under  section  2  of  the  Immigration  Act  of  1917  (8  U.  S.  C.,  sec.  132). 
“Sec.  506.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  is  authorized — 

“(1)  to  enter  into  agreements  with  Federal  and  State  agencies;  to  utilize  (pur¬ 
suant  to  such  agreements )  the  facilities  and  services  of  such  agencies ;  and  to  allocate 
or  transfer  funds  or  otherwise  to  pay  or  reimburse  such  agencies  for  expenses  in 
connection  therewith ; 

“(2)  to  accept  and  utilize  voluntary  and  uncompensated  services;  and 
“(3)  when  necessary  to  supplement  the  domestic  agricultural  labor  force,  to  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  Secretary  of  State  in  negotiating  and  car’rying  out  agreements  or  arrange¬ 
ments  relating  to  the  employment  in  the  United  States,  subject  to  the  immigration 
laws,  of  agricultural  workers  from  the  Republic  of  Mexico. 

“Sec.  507.  For  the  purposes  of  this  title — 

“(1)  The  term  ‘agricultural  employment’  includes  services  or  activities  included 
within  the  provisions  of  section  3  (f)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended,  or  section  1426  (h)  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code,  as  amended,  horticultural 
employment,  cotton  ginning,  compressing  and  storing,  crushing  of  oil  seeds,  and  the 
packing,  canning,  freezing,  drying,  or  other  processing  of  perishable  or  seasonable 
agricultural  products. 

“  (2)  The  term  ‘employer’  shall  include  an  association,  or  other  group,  of  employers, 
but  only  if  (A)  those  of  its  members  for  whom  workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound, 
in  the  event  of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the  obligations  undertaken  by  it  pursuant 
to  section  502,  or  (B)  the  Secretary  determines  that  such  individual  liability  is  not 
necessary  to  assure  performance  of  such  obligations. 

“Sec.  508.  Nothing  in  this  Act  shall  be  construed  as  limiting  the  authority  of  the 
Attorney  General,  pursuant  to  the  general  immigration  laws,  to  permit  the  importation 
of  aliens  of  any  nationality  for  agricultural  employment  as  defined  in  section  507,  or  to 
permit  any  such  alien  who  entered  the  United  States  legally  to  remain  for  the  purpose 
of  engaging  in  such  agricultural  employment  under  such  conditions  and  for  such  time  as 
Le,  the  Attorney  General,  shall  specify. 

“Sec.  509.  No  workers  will  be  made  available  under  this  title  for  employment  after 
^December  31,  1953.” 

Approved  July  12,  1951. 
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MIGRANT  LABOR  AGREEMENT  OF  1951 


Introduction 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  of  America  and 
the  Government  of  Mexico,  desiring  that  employment  of 
Mexican  agricultural  workers  who  may  be  needed  in  the 
United  States  shall  be  carried  out  under  conditions  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  interests  of  both  countries,  and  seeking 
to  establish  an  orderly  program  for  the  employment  of 
such  workers  that  will  be  in  harmony  with  the  spirit  of 
understanding  and  cooperation  that  characterizes  the  re¬ 
lations  between  them,  hereby  agree  as  follows : 

Article  1 
DEFINITIONS 

As  used  in  this  Agreement,  the  term : 

a)  “Mexican  Worker”  means  a  Mexican  national, 
not  a  resident  of  the  United  States  of  America,  who 
is  legally  admitted  to  that  country  for  temporary 
employment  in  agriculture  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  this  Agreement. 

b)  “Employer”  means: 

(1)  The  operator  of  agricultural  property  who  is 
engaged  in  agriculture,  as  defined  in  this  Article; 

(2)  An  association  or  other  group  of  employers 
but  only  if  those  of  its  members  for  whom  Mexican 
Workers  are  being  obtained  are  bound,  in  the  event 
of  its  default,  to  carry  out  the  obligations  under¬ 
taken  by  it  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  Agree¬ 
ment  and  Work  Contract,  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  of  the  United  States  determines  that  such  in¬ 
dividual  liability  is  not  necessary  to  assure  per¬ 
formance  of  such  obligations ;  or 

(3)  Processors  of  agricultural  products  when  they 
obtain  Mexican  Workers  for  employment  in  agricul¬ 
ture,  if  the  processor  has  contracted  to  purchase  in 
whole  or  in  part  the  crop  on  which  the  Mexican 
Worker  is  to  be  employed ; 

c)  “Wages”  means  all  forms  of  remuneration  to 
a  Mexican  Worker  by  an  Employer  for  personal  serv¬ 
ices  including,  but  not  limited  to,  subsistence,  in¬ 
centive  payments,  Employer  contributions  to  or 
payments  of  insurance  benefits,  Employer  contribu¬ 
tions  to  a  pension  fund  or  annuity,  and  payments 
in  kind. 

d)  “Agriculture”  means : 

(1)  Cultivation  and  tillage  of  the  soil,  planting, 
production,  cultivation,  growing,  and  harvesting  of 
any  agricultural  or  horticultural  commodities  and 
any  practices  (including  any  forestry  or  lumbering 
operations )  performed  by  a  farmer  or  on  a  farm  as  an 


incident  to  or  in  conjunction  with  such  farming  op¬ 
erations,  including  preparations  for  market,  delivery 
to  storage,  or  to  market,  or  to  a  carrier  for  transporta¬ 
tion  to  market ; 

(2)  The  maintenance  of  a  farm  and  its  tools  and 
equipment,  or  salvaging  of  timber  or  clearing  land 
of  brush  and  other  debris  left  by  a  hurricane,  if  the 
major  part  of  such  service  is  performed  on  a  farm ; 

(3)  The  maintenance  of  ditches,  canals,  reservoirs, 
or  waterways,  not  owned  or  operated  for  profit  and 
used  exclusively  for  supplying  or  storing  water  for 
farming  purposes,  and  cotton  ginning. 

(4)  Handling,  drying,  packing,  packaging,  process¬ 
ing,  freezing,  grading,  or  storing,  in  its  unmanu¬ 
factured  state  any  agricultural  or  horticultural 
commodity  for  the  operator  of  a  farm ;  but  only  if 
such  operator  produced  more  than  one-half  of  the 
commodity  with  respect  to  which  the  service  is 
performed ; 

(5)  All  of  the  activities  described  in  (4)  for  a 
group  of  operators  of  farms,  but  only  if  such  opera¬ 
tors  produced  the  commodities  with  respect  to  which 
such  activities  are  performed ; 

(G)  The  provisions  of  (4)  and  (5)  shall  not  be 
applicable  with  respect  to  services  performed  in  con¬ 
nection  with  commercial  canning  or  commercial 
freezing,  or  in  connection  with  any  agricultural  or 
horticultural  commodities,  after  their  delivery  to  a 
terminal  market  for  distribution  for  consumption. 

e)  “Migratory  Station”  means  an  office  established 
by  the  Government  of  Mexico  within  its  territory 
where  the  selection  of  Mexican  Workers  is  made  and 
to  which  they  will  return  when  their  contracts  have 
terminated. 

f)  “Reception  Center”  means  an  office  established 
by  the  Government  of  the  United  States  of  America 
within  its  territory  to  which  a  Mexican  Worker 
selected  at  a  Migratory  Station  is  brought  to  be 
contracted  for  by  an  Employer  and  to  which  he  will 
return  from  his  place  of  employment  upon  termina¬ 
tion  of  his  contract  in  order  that  he  may  be  returned 
to  the  Migratory  Station  from  which  he  came. 

g)  “Secretary  of  Labor”  means  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  of  the  United  States  or  his  duly  authorized 
representative. 

h)  “Personal  Injury”  means  Personal  Injury  aris¬ 
ing  out  of  and  in  the  course  of  the  employment  of  a 
Mexican  Worker. 

i)  “Disease”  means  any  Disease  which  is  con¬ 
tracted  in  the  course  of  a  Mexican  Worker’s  employ¬ 
ment  and  is  directly  attributable  to  the  work  in 
which  he  is  engaged. 


1 


Article  2 


Article  5 


NEGOTIATIONS  BY  GOVERNMENTS 

All  negotiations  relating  to  any  aspects  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  which  is  the  subject  of  this  Agreement  shall  be 
carried  out  exclusively  between  the  two  Governments. 

Article  3 

PRESENTING  REQUESTS  FOR  WORKERS 

At  least  thirty  days  prior  to  the  date  on  which  it  is 
desired  to  have  Mexican  Workers  recruited,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  will  advise  the  Mexican  Government  of  the  es¬ 
timated  number  required.  The  estimates  may  be  revised 
to  conform  to  changes  in  agricultural  needs  and  such  re¬ 
visions  shall  be  communicated  promptly  to  the  Mexican 
Government. 

The  Mexican  Government  will  consider  these  estimates 
in  the  light  of  Mexico’s  current  needs  for  agricultural 
labor  and  its  requirements  for  the  development  of  its 
agricultural  economy  and  with  a  view  toward  harmonizing 
the  agricultural  cycles  of  the  two  countries.  Within 
fifteen  days  after  receiving  the  estimate,  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  will  notify  the  Secretary  of  Labor  of  the  ap¬ 
proximate  number  of  Mexican  Workers  it  will  make  avail¬ 
able  at  each  Migratory  Station. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  will  notify  the  Mexican  Gov¬ 
ernment  two  weeks  in  advance  of  the  date  on  which  he 
desires  that  recruiting  operations  shall  begin  at  each 
Migratory  Station.  Such  notice  will  contain  informa¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  number  of  Mexican  Workers  that 
are  desired  from  each  Migratory  Station  and  the  dates 
within  which  they  will  be  required. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor  will  determine  which  Employers 
are  to  he  scheduled  for  contracting  at  specific  Reception 
Centers.  Both  Governments  will  take  all  necessary  ac¬ 
tion  to  assure  that  recruiting  will  begin  on  the  dates  agreed 
upon  as  the  opening  date  for  each  Migratory  Station. 

Article  4 

LOCATION  OF  MIGRATORY  STATIONS  AND 
RECEPTION  CENTERS 

The  Government  of  Mexico  will  establish  the  Migratory 
Stations  in  the  Republic  of  Mexico  at  Aguascalientes, 
Aguascalientes ;  Guadalajara,  Jalisco;  Irapuato,  Guana¬ 
juato  ;  Monterrey,  Nuevo  Leon ;  Chihuahua,  Chihuahua ; 
and  at  such  other  places  as  may  be  mutually  agreed  to 
by  the  two  Governments.  The  United  States  will  establish 
Reception  Centers  at  or  near  Brownsville,  Texas ;  Laredo, 
Texas;  El  Paso,  Texas;  Nogales,  Arizona;  and  Calexico, 
California,  and  at  such  other  places  as  may  be  mutually 
agreed  to  by  the  two  Governments. 


SELECTION  AT  MIGRATORY  STATIONS 

It  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Mexican  Government 
to  assemble  prospective  Workers  at  the  Migratory  Sta¬ 
tions  where  qualified  candidates  for  contracting  will  be 
selected  by  representatives  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
after  examination  by  the  Public  Health  Service  of  Mexico 
and  the  Mexican  Ministry  of  Gobernacidn.  Workers  who 
have  not  complied  with  the  Mexican  Military  Service  Law 
will  not  he  eligible  for  selection.  At  the  Migratory  Sta¬ 
tion,  officials  of  the  United  States  Public  Health  Service 
will  conduct  a  physical  examination  of  each  candidate  to 
assure  that  he  meets  the  mental  and  health  requirements 
for  admission  to  the  United  States.  Officials  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Justice  will  conduct  an 
examination  to  determine  his  admissability  under  the 
Immigration  Laws  of  the  United  States.  Officials  of  the 
United  States  Public  Health  Service  and  of  the  United 
States  Department  of  Justice  may  conduct  such  additional 
examinations  or  investigations  at  the  Reception  Centers 
in  the  United  States  as  they  deem  necessary  and 
appropriate. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  Agreement,  a  Mexican  Worker 
shall  not  be  regarded  as  having  departed  from  Mexico 
until  he  has  been  contracted. 

A  Mexican  Worker  shall  not  remain  at  a  Reception 
Center  more  than  five  consecutive  days  after  his  arrival 
from  Mexico,  except  in  the  case  of  a  serious  impediment. 

A  Mexican  Worker  selected  at  a  Migratory  Station  can 
only  be  rejected  at  the  Reception  Center  when  it  is  deter¬ 
mined  that  his  admission  into  the  United  States  is  in 
contravention  of  the  Public  Health,  Immigration  or  In¬ 
ternal  Security  Laws  of  the  United  States. 

Article  6 

TRANSPORTATION  BETWEEN  MIGRATORY 
STATION  AND  RECEPTION  CENTER 

The  Secretary  of  Labor,  at  the  expense  of  the  United 
States  Government,  shall  provide  transportation  for  a 
prospective  Mexican  Worker  selected  at  the  Migratory 
Station,  except  Guadalajara,  from  such  Migratory  Sta¬ 
tion  to  the  Reception  Center  and  return  to  the  nearest 
Migratory  Station.  The  transportation  of  the  Mexican 
Worker  recruited  at  Guadalajara  shall  be  paid  by  the 
United  States  Government  from  Hermosillo,  Sonora,  to 
the  Reception  Center  and  return  to  Hermosillo. 

The  Secretary  of  Labor,  at  the  expense  of  the  United 
States  Government,  shall  also  furnish  the  prospective 
Workers  subsistence  while  awaiting  transportation  from 
the  Migratory  Station,  except  Guadalajara,  to  the  Re¬ 
ception  Center,  while  he  is  in  transit  between  the  Migra- 
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tory  Station,  except  Guadalajara,  and  the  Reception 
Center  and  return,  and  while  he  is  at  the  Reception  Center. 
Mexican  Workers  who  are  recruited  at  Guadalajara  and 
who  are  returned  to  Hermosillo  will  be  furnished  sub¬ 
sistence  while  at  the  Reception  Center  and  paid  for  sub¬ 
sistence  while  in  transit  between  the  Reception  Center 
and  Hermosillo. 


EMPLOYERS  INELIGIBLE  FOR  CONTRACTING 

Immediately  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Agreement 
and  from  time  to  time  thereafter,  the  Mexican  Ministry 
for  Foreign  Relations  will  furnish  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
a  list  of  Employers,  which  may  be  supplemented  or  re¬ 
vised,  whom  they  consider  to  be  ineligible  to  contract 
Mexican  Workers  because  of  failure  to  comply  with  the 
International  Executive  Agreement,  approved  August  1, 
1919,  or  with  any  Individual  Work  Contract  approved 
pursuant  thereto,  or  with  this  Agreement  or  with  any 
Work  Contract  approved  pursuant  to  it.  The  Secretary 
of  Labor  may  refuse  to  issue  a  certification  to  a  prospec¬ 
tive  Employer  and  he  may  revoke  any  certification  already 
issued  in  the  following  circumstances : 

a)  Where  there  has  been  a  joint  determination 
under  Article  30  that  the  Employer  has  failed  to  meet 
his  obligations  under  any  previous  contract  entered 
into  pursuant  to  the  International  Executive  Agree¬ 
ment  adopted  August  1,  1949,  or  this  Agreement;  or 

b)  Where  the  Secretary  of  Labor  has  determined 
that  the  Employer  has, 

(1)  After  any  certification  has  been  issued,  em¬ 
ployed  Mexican  Nationals  who  are  illegally  in  the 
United  States ;  or 

(2)  After  thirty  days  from  the  effective  date  of 
this  Agreement,  employed  Mexican  nationals  who 
are  illegally  in  the  United  States ;  or 

c)  Where  the  Secretary  of  Labor  finds  that  the 
Employer  has  contracted  or  is  endeavoring  to  con¬ 
tract  Mexican  Workers  for  another  Employer  who 
is  not  himself  eligible  to  contract  Mexican  Workers ; 
or 

d)  Where  the  Mexican  Worker  is  employed  or  is 
to  be  employed  on  a  farm  or  other  establishment 
operated  by  two  or  more  persons  any  of  whom  is 
ineligible  to  use  Mexican  Workers  ;  or 

e)  Where  the  Secretary  of  Labor  finds  that  housing, 
sanitary  facilities,  or  drinking  water  is  inadequate, 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  this  Agreement.  The 
Mexican  Government  may  object  to  the  housing  facili¬ 
ties  and  may  request  application  of  the  procedure 
provided  for  in  Article  30. 

Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  a),  b),  c),  d),  and 
e)  of  this  Article,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  may,  at  his 
discretion  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Mexican  Govern¬ 
ment,  issue  a  certification  for  an  Employer  to  contract 
Mexican  Workers  under  this  Agreement  and  require  such 
Employer  to  furnish  such  bond  or  other  form  of  indemnity 
as  he  may  deem  appropriate  and  necessary,  but  no  Mexi¬ 
can  Workers  shall  be  made  available  under  this  Agree¬ 


ment  to,  nor  shall  any  Mexican  Workers  made  available 
under  this  Agreement  be  permitted  to  remain  in  the 
employ  of,  any  Employer  who  has  in  his  employ  any 
Mexican  national  when  such  Employer  knows  or  has 
reasonable  grounds  to  believe  or  suspect  or  by  reasonable 
inquiry  could  have  ascertained  that  such  Mexican  na¬ 
tional  is  not  lawfully  in  the  United  States. 

When  the  officials  of  both  Governments  responsible  for 
the  administration  of  this  program  find  that  an  Employer 
utilizes  the  services  of  illegal  workers,  they  will  within  a 
period  of  three  days  institute  the  necessary  action  so  that 
the  contracted  workers  may  be  withdrawn  and  transferred 
to  another  authorized  Employer,  and  the  Immigration 
Service,  within  the  same  period,  shall  proceed  to  the  extent 
possible  to  withdraw  the  illegal  Workers  who  are  found 
on  the  farm  and  shall  continue  to  exercise  vigilance  over 
it  to  avoid  recurrences. 

Article  8 

PROHIBITION  AGAINST  DISCRIMINATION 

Mexican  Workers  shall  not  be  assigned  to  work  in 
localities  in  which  Mexicans  are  discriminated  against 
because  of  their  nationality  or  ancestry.  Within  a  rea¬ 
sonable  time  after  the  effective  date  of  this  Agreement 
and  from  time  to  time  thereafter,  the  Mexican  Ministry 
for  Foreign  Relations  will  furnish  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
a  listing  of  the  communities  in  which  it  considers  that 
discrimination  against  Mexicans  exists.  If  there  is  con¬ 
currence  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  that  there  is  such  dis¬ 
crimination  in  any  such  area,  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice  will  not  issue  the  authorizations  provided 
for  in  Article  10  to  send  Mexican  Workers  into  such  area. 

If  the  Secretary  of  Labor  does  not  concur,  the  appro¬ 
priate  Mexican  Consul  may  request  a  statement  signed 
by  the  Chief  Executive  Officer  or  Officers  or  the  Chief  Law 
Enforcement  Officer  of  the  Community  in  which  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Workers  are  to  be  employed,  pledging  for  the  com¬ 
munity  that: 

a)  No  discriminatory  acts  will  be  perpetrated 
against  Mexicans  in  that  locality;  and 

b)  In  the  event  that  the  Mexican  Consul  reports 
the  existence  of  acts  of  discrimination  against  any 
Mexican  because  of  ancestry  or  nationality,  the  local 
governmental  officers  who  signed  the  statement  will 
have  such  complaints  promptly  investigated  and  take 
such  community  and  individual  action  as  may  be 
necessary  to  fulfill  the  community  pledge. 

The  Mexican  Government  will  permit  employment  in 
such  areas  if  such  pledges  are  furnished. 

If,  notwithstanding  the  foregoing,  the  Mexican  Consul 
reports  that  discriminatory  acts  have  been  committed 
against  Mexicans  because  of  their  nationality  or  ancestry 
in  a  locality  where  Mexican  Workers  are  employed,  the 
Mexican  Consul  having  jurisdiction  in  the  locality  may 
request  the  Representative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to 
join  the  Mexican  Consul  in  a  joint  investigation  in  which 
event  the  procedure  prescribed  in  Article  30  of  this 
Agreement  will  be  followed. 
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Article  9 

PREFERENCE  IN  EMPLOYMENT  FOR  UNITED 
STATES  WORKERS 

Mexican  Workers  shall  not  be  employed  in  the  United 
States  in  any  jobs  for  which  domestic  workers  can  be 
reasonably  obtained  or  where  the  employment  of  Mexican 
Workers  would  adversely  affect  the  wages  and  working 
conditions  of  domestic  agricultural  workers  in  the  United 
States.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  may  refuse  to  issue  a 
certificate  for  any  Employer  who  he  determines  is  not 
giving  preference  to  United  States  domestic  workers 
either  when  hiring  workers  or  when  reducing  his  labor 
force. 

Whenever  the  Secretary  of  Labor  determines  that 
United  States  Workers  are  available  to  fill  jobs  for  which 
Mexican  Workers  have  been  contracted,  the  Representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  immediately  notify 
the  appropriate  Mexican  Consul  and  the  respective  Em¬ 
ployers  that  certification  will  be  withdrawn  and  the 
applicable  Work  Contracts  terminated.  The  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall,  to  the  extent  practicable,  transfer  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Workers  concerned  to  other  agricultural  employment 
for  which  United  States  Workers  cannot  reasonably  be 
obtained.  Such  transfers  shall  be  subject  to  the  condi¬ 
tions  of  Article  27.  If  such  transfers  cannot  be  effected, 
the  respective  Employers  shall  be  required  to  return  the 
Mexican  Workers  to  the  Reception  Centers  from  which 
they  were  obtained,  without  cost  to  the  Mexican  Workers. 
Whenever  a  Work  Contract  is  terminated  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  Article,  the  Employer  shall  be  responsible 
for  the  three-fourths  guarantee  provided  for  in  Article  16 
of  the  Work  Contract  for  the  period  beginning  with  the 
day  following  the  Mexican  Worker’s  arrival  at  the  place 
of  employment  and  ending  with  the  date  the  Work  Con¬ 
tract  is  terminated  but  in  such  event  the  three-fourths 
guarantee  will  prevail  for  a  period  of  at  least  six  weeks, 
and  the  Employer  shall  pay  to  the  Mexican  Worker  all 
other  amounts  due  him  under  the  Work  Contract. 

Article  10 

REQUISITES  FOR  CONTRACTING 

Only  those  Employers  will  be  permitted  to  contract 
Mexican  nationals  who : 

a)  Have  obtained  the  required  certification  from 
the  Secretary  of  Labor,  and 

b)  Have  obtained  authorization  from  the  United 
States  Department  of  Justice  to  bring  such  Mexican 
nationals  into  the  United  States. 

Article  11 

EMPLOYMENT  GOVERNED  BY  AGREEMENT  AND 
WORK  CONTRACT 

All  employment  of  Mexican  Workers  legally  admitted 
to  the  United  States  for  agricultural  employment  shall 
be  governed  by  the  terms  of  this  Agreement,  including 
the  Work  Contract  which  is  attached  hereto  and  made  a 


part  of  the  Agreement,  and  by  the  Joint  Interpretations 
provided  for  in  Article  37.  Neither  the  Mexican  Worker 
nor  the  Employer  may  individually  or  jointly  change  the 
Work  Contract  without  the  consent  of  the  two  Gov¬ 
ernments. 

Article  12 

LIMITATIONS  ON  EMPLOYMENT 

The  Mexican  Worker  shall  be  employed  exclusively  in 
agriculture  as  defined  in  Article  1  of  this  Agreement  and 
only  for  an  Employer  authorized  to  contract  for  his 
services. 

Article  13 

CONTRACTING  AT  RECEPTION  CENTER 

The  Work  Contract  shall  be  entered  into  between  the 
Employer  and  the  Mexican  Worker  under  the  supervision 
of  a  representative  of  each  of  the  two  Governments  and 
such  contracts  shall  be  prepared  in  Spanish  and  in 
English.  Such  Worker  shall  be  free  to  except  or  decline 
employment  with  any  Employer  and  to  choose  the  type 
of  agricultural  employment  he  desires.  The  Employer 
shall  be  free  to  offer  agricultural  employment  to  any  such 
Worker  not  under  contract  with  another  Employer. 

Article  14 

DURATION  OF  CONTRACT 

No  Work  Contract  shall  be  negotiated  for  a  period  of 
less  than  six  weeks,  nor  more  than  six  months. 

Article  15 
WAGES 

The  Employer  shall  pay  wages  to  a  Mexican  Worker  in 
the  manner  prevailing  in  the  area  of  employment  and  at 
the  rate  specified  in  the  Work  Contract  or  at  a  rate  not 
less  than  the  rate  prevailing  at  the  time  in  question  for 
similar  work  performed  in  the  area  by  domestic  agri¬ 
cultural  workers,  whichever  is  the  greater. 

In  no  case  shall  the  Secretary  of  Labor  make  a  certifica¬ 
tion  on  the  basis  of  any  job  order  which  specifies  a  wage 
rate  found  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  to  be  insufficient  to 
cover  the  Mexican  Worker’s  normal  living  needs.  No 
certification  will  be  issued  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  under 
Article  10  of  this  Agreement  on  the  basis  of  a  job  order 
specifying  a  wage  rate  which  the  Secretary  of  Labor  finds 
has  been  adversely  affected  by  the  employment  of  illegal 
workers  in  the  area. 

The  Mexican  Consuls  and  the  Representatives  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall  exercise  vigilance  to  insure 
that  the  wage  rate  offered  to  the  Mexican  Worker  is  not 
less  than  the  prevailing  wage  rate  for  similar  work  in 
the  area  of  employment  and  that  wrages  are  paid  to  the 
Mexican  Workers  in  accordance  with  such  rate  or  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  any  increases  in  such  rate  which  may 
become  effective  in  the  area  during  the  period  of 
employment. 
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Article  16 


Article  21 


GUARANTEE  OF  WORK 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Agreement,  or  in 
the  Work  Contract,  the  Employer  shall  guarantee  the 
Mexican  Worker  the  opportunity  to  work  for  at  least 
three-fourths  of  the  workdays  of  the  total  period  during 
which  the  Work  Contract  and  all  extensions  thereof  are 
in  effect,  beginning  on  the  day  after  such  Worker’s  ar¬ 
rival  at  the  place  of  employment  and  ending  on  the  ex¬ 
piration  date  specified  in  the  Work  Contract  or  its  exten¬ 
sions,  if  any. 

Article  17 

TRANSPORTATION  BETWEEN  RECEPTION  CENTER 
AND  PLACE  OF  EMPLOYMENT 

Subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  32,  the  Employer 
shall  at  his  expense  provide  the  Mexican  Worker  trans¬ 
portation  and  subsistence  between  the  Reception  Center 
at  which  he  contracts  such  Worker  and  the  place  of  em¬ 
ployment  and  in  addition  shall,  upon  the  expiration  or 
termination  of  any  Work  Contract  for  any  reason  what¬ 
soever,  pay  to  the  United  States  such  amounts  for  trans¬ 
portation  and  subsistence  between  the  Migratory  Station 
and  Reception  Center  as  may  be  agreed  upon  between  the 
Employer  and  the  United  States.  "With  respect  to  the 
transportation  of  Mexican  Workers,  the  Employer  shall 
comply  with  the  conditions  and  standards  issued  jointly 
by  the  Governments  of  the  United  States  and  Mexico. 

Article  18 

MAINTENANCE  OF  RECORDS  BY  EMPLOYER 

Each  Employer  shall  keep  minimum  records  in  regard 
to  the  earnings  and  hours  of  employment  of  the  Mexican 
Worker  in  his  employ  in  such  form  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  The  Employer  shall  make  such 
records  available  at  any  reasonable  time  for  inspection 
by  the  Representative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  or  the 
Representative  of  the  Mexican  Consulate' when  accom¬ 
panied  by  the  Representatives  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Article  19 

OCCUPATIONAL  INJURIES  AND  DISEASES 

The  Employer  shall  provide  for  the  Mexican  Worker, 
at  no  cost  to  such  Worker,  the  guarantees  with  respect 
to  medical  care  and  compensation  for  Personal  Injury 
and  Disease  provided  in  Article  3  of  the  Work  Contract. 

Article  20 

NOTIFICATION  OF  ILLNESS,  DEATH  OR  ABANDON¬ 
MENT  OF  WORK 

The  Employer  shall  promptly  notify  the  Representative 
of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  appropriate  Mexican 
Consul  of  all  cases  of  death  of  Mexican  Workers,  whether 
from  natural  causes  or  accidental,  serious  illness,  serious 
accident,  and  all  cases  of  abandonment  of  their  contracts 
by  Mexican  Workers. 


REPRESENTATIVES  OF  MEXICAN  WORKER 

The  Mexican  Workers  shall  enjoy  the  light  to  elect 
their  own  representative  who  shall  be  recognized  as  such 
by  the  Employer  for  the  purpose  of  maintaining  contact 
between  the  Workers  and  the  Employer. 

Article  22  . 

STRIKE  OR  LOCKOUTS 

No  Mexican  Worker  shall  be  used  to  fill  any  job  which 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  finds  is  vacant  because  the  oc¬ 
cupant  is  out  on  strike  or  locked  out  in  the  course  of  a 
labor  dispute. 

In  the  event  of  a  strike  or  lockout  on  the  farm  or  in  the 
establishment  in  which  Mexican  Workers  are  employed 
which  seriously  affects  the  operations  in  which  they  are 
engaged,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  make  special  efforts 
to  transfer  such  Workers  to  other  agricultural  employ¬ 
ment  and  give  them  preference  over  all  other  Mexican 
Workers.  If  no  transfer  can  be  arranged,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  shall,  without  regard  to  Article  30,  withdraw 
the  certification  covering  them,  in  which  event  their 
respective  Work  Contracts  shall  be  terminated.  The 
Employer’s  obligation  under  Article  10  of  the  Work  Con¬ 
tract  shall  apply  only  for  the  period  beginning  with  the 
day  after  the  Mexican  Worker’s  arrival  at  the  place  of 
employment  and  ending  with  the  date  the  Work  Contract 
is  terminated  under  this  Article. 

Article  23 

OFFICIAL  INSPECTIONS 

The  Employer  shall  permit  the  representative  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor,  and  officials  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Justice  access  to  the  place  of  employment 
of  Mexican  Workers  when  necessary  for  these  officials 
to  carry  out  their  responsibilities  under  this  Agreement 
and  under  the  Immigration  laws  of  the  United  States. 

The  appropriate  Mexican  Consul,  when  exercising  his 
rights  under  the  Consular  Convention  between  the  United 
States  of  America  and  the  United  Mexican  State  formal¬ 
ized  by  the  two  Governments  on  August  12,  1942,  shall 
be  given  access  to  the  place  of  employment  of  the  Mexican 
Worker.  It  is  intended  that  the  visits  of  Mexican  Con¬ 
suls  under  this  Article  be  coordinated  with  the  appro¬ 
priate  Representatives  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

The  refusal  of  any  Employer  to  permit  these  officials 
access  to  the  place  of  employment  shall  constitute  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  this  Agreement,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  may 
revoke  the  certifications  issued  under  Article  10,  and  the 
United  States  Department  of  Justice  may  withdraw  the 
authority  under  which  the  Employer  was  permitted  to 
contract  the  Mexican  Workers.  The  Mexican  Workers 
shall  be  transferred  to  another  Employer  if  such  transfer 
can  be  arranged.  Such  transfer  shall  be  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  Article  27  of  this  Agreement.  The  vio¬ 
lating  Employer  shall  be  liable  for  all  of  the  conditions  of 
the  Work  Contract  including  the  three-fourths  guarantee 
beginning  with  the  day  after  the  arrival  of  the  Mexican 
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Worker  at  his  place  of  employment  and  terminating  with 
the  expiration  date  specified  in  the  Work  Contract. 

Article  24 

TERMINATION  OF  WORK  CONTRACT  PRIOR  TO 
EXPIRATION  DATE 

Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Agreement  and 
in  the  Work  Contract,  a  Work  Contract  may  be  ter¬ 
minated  prior  to  its  expiration  date  only  after  having 
complied  with  the  provisions  of  Article  30. 

Article  25 

TERMINATION  FOR  REASONS  BEYOND 
EMPLOYER’S  CONTROL 

If  before  the  expiration  date  herein  specified  the  serv¬ 
ices  of  the  Mexican  Worker  are  no  longer  required  for 
reasons  beyond  the  control  of  the  Employer,  the  Employer 
shall  so  notify  in  writing  the  appropriate  Representative 
of  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  the  United  States  Department 
of  Justice,  the  Mexican  Worker  and  the  appropriate  Mexi¬ 
can  Consul.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  cause  an  inves¬ 
tigation  to  be  made  of  the  situation  and  if  he  finds  that 
the  Mexican  Worker  is  no  longer  needed,  the  Mexican 
Consul  shall  be  so  notified.  If  the  Mexican  Consul  objects 
to  the  finding,  he  shall  immediately  so  inform  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  and  arrange  for  a  joint  investigation  and 
determination  to  be  made  in  accordance  with  Article  30 
of  the  Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951.  The  joint  inves¬ 
tigation  shall  be  directed  solely  at  determining  whether 
the  services  of  the  Mexican  Worker  are  no  longer  required 
for  reasons  beyond  the  control  of  the  Employer.  If  this 
fact  is  jointly  determined  by  the  Mexican  Consul  and  the 
Representative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  shall  endeavor,  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
Article  27  of  the  Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951,  to 
transfer  the  Mexican  Worker  to  other  agricultural  em¬ 
ployment  for  which  domestic  Workers  cannot  reasonably 
be  obtained.  If  such  transfer  cannot  be  effected,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall,  after  notification  to  the  Mexican 
Consul,  terminate  the  Contract  and  the  Mexican  Worker 
shall  be  returned  to  the  Reception  Center  at  the  Em¬ 
ployer’s  expense. 

Whenever  the  Work  Contract  is  terminated  under  the 
provisions  of  this  Article,  the  Employer  shall  be  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  three-fourths  guarantee  provided  for  in 
Article  16  for  the  period  beginning  with  the  day  follow¬ 
ing  the  Mexican  Worker’s  arrival  at  the  place  of  employ¬ 
ment  and  ending  with  the  date  the  contract  is  terminated 
and  the  Employer  shall  pay  to  the  Mexican  Worker  all 
other  amounts  due  under  this  Work  Contract.  The  Work 
Contract  will  not  be  terminated  prior  to  its  expiration  date 
due  to  the  premature  termination  of  agricultural  work 
unless  the  Employer  can  demonstrate  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  Representative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the 
Mexican  Consul  that  he  could  not  reasonably  have  antici¬ 
pated  the  events  which  obviate  the  need  for  the  Mexican 
Worker’s  services. 


Article  26 

EXTENSION  OF  CONTRACTS 

The  Work  Contract  may  be  extended  for  additional 
periods  with  the  consent  of  the  Mexican  Worker,  the 
Consul  of  Mexico,  and  the  Secretary  of  Labor ;  but  no 
Work  Contract  nor  any  extension  thereof  shall  remain  in 
effect  beyond  the  expiration  date  of  this  Agreement ;  and 
no  such  Worker  shall  remain  in  the  United  States  for  a 
period  exceeding  one  year. 

Article  27 

TRANSFER  OF  MEXICAN  WORKERS 

a)  A  Mexican  Worker  may  be  transferred  from  the 
area  of  employment  specified  in  the  certification  to 
another  area  provided  that : 

(1)  The  Worker  expresses  his  consent; 

(2)  There  has  been  a  prior  certification  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor ; 

(3)  The  Mexican  Consul  having  jurisdiction  over 
the  area  from  which  the  transfer  is  contemplated 
has  been  given  notice  of  the  intention  to  transfer ;  and 

(4)  The  Mexican  Ministry  for  Foreign  Relations 
does  not  raise  any  objection  pursuant  to  Article  8 
of  this  Agreement  within  ten  days  after  notification 
as  required  by  paragraph  (3)  above. 

b)  If  the  transfer  of  the  Worker  involves  a  change 
of  Employer  before  the  expiration  of  the  work  period 
specified  in  the  contract,  the  following  additional 
requirements  shall  be  met : 

(1)  The  Worker  has  been  employed  for  not  less 
than  six  weeks ; 

(2)  The  new  Employer,  who  shall  be  an  Employer 
who  would  be  eligible  to  contract  Workers,  shall  enter 
into  a  Work  Contract  with  the  Worker; 

(3)  Before  the  transfer  of  the  Worker  is  effected, 
the  transferring  Employer  shall  pay  to  the  Worker 
all  sums  due  him,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
the  Work  Contract  and  this  Agreement ;  and 

(4)  The  Mexican  Ministry  for  Foreign  Relations 
does  not  raise  any  objections  pursuant  to  Article  7 
of  this  Agreement  within  ten  days  after  notification 
to  the  appropriate  Mexican  Consul. 

When  a  Worker  is  transferred  from  one  place  of  em¬ 
ployment  to  another  and  the  transfer  does  not  involve 
a  change  of  Employer,  the  three-fourths  guarantee  speci¬ 
fied  in  Article  10  of  the  Work  Contract  will  be  applied 
to  the  total  period  of  employment  with  the  same 
Employer. 

Article  28 

VERIFICATION  OF  PAYMENT  OF  AMOUNTS  DUE 
MEXICAN  WORKER 

The  Mexican  Consulate  and  the  Representative  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  will  be  given  a  reasonable  opportunity 
to  ascertain  that  the  Mexican  Worker  has  been  paid  all 
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amounts  due  him  under  the  Work  Contract  or  this  Agree¬ 
ment  before  the  Worker  is  transferred  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  Article  27  of  this  Agreement  or  is  returned 
to  the  Reception  Center  upon  expiration  or  termination 
of  the  Work  Contract. 

Article  29 

LIMITATION  ON  SETTLEMENT  OF  CLAIMS 

No  negotiations  shall  be  conducted  with  any  Employer 
for  the  settlement  of  any  claim  tiled  by  a  Mexican  Worker 
against  such  Employer  unless  the  appropriate  Mexican 
Consul  and  the  Representative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
participate  in  such  negotiations  and  approve  the  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  claim. 

Article  30 

ENFORCEMENT  PROCEDURE 

Investigations  relating  to  compliance  with  this  Agree¬ 
ment  and  the  Work  Contract  shall  he  made  in  accordance 
with  the  following  procedure : 

a)  Where  the  Representative  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  through  inspections,  or  otherwise,  ascertains 
that  a  violation  of  the  Work  Contract  or  Agreement 
has  occurred,  either  on  the  part  of  the  Employer  or 
the  Mexican  Worker,  he  will  bring  such  violation  to 
the  attention  of  that  party  and  request  that  corrective 
measures  be  taken  immediately ; 

b)  If  such  party  fails  or  refuses  to  comply  with 
the  request,  the  Representative  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  will  inform  immediately  the  appropriate  Mexi¬ 
can  Consul  of  such  alleged  violation  for  the  purpose 
of  conducting  a  joint  investigation  with  respect  to  it ; 

c)  If  through  such  joint  investigation,  it  is  deter¬ 
mined  that  a  violation  exists  and  that  the  violating 
party  is  an  Employer  who  fails  to  take  the  necessary 
corrective  measure  in  complance  which  such  joint 
determination,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  may,  or  upon 
the  request  of  the  Mexican  Consul  shall,  revoke  the 
certification.  Such  revocation  shall  constitute  termi¬ 
nation  of  the  Work  Contract  and  the  Employer  will 
be  required  to  pay  all  of  his  obligations  under  the 
Contract.  In  such  cases  the  three-fourths  guarantee 
provided  in  Article  16  of  the  Work  Contract  shall 
apply  to  the  full  duration  of  the  Contract,  beginning 
with  the  day  after  the  Mexican  Worker’s  arrival 
at  the  place  of  employment  and  ending  with  the 
expiration  date  specified  in  the  Contract ; 

d)  If  the  violating  party  is  a  Mexican  Worker 
and  he  refuses  to  take  corrective  measures,  the 
Employer  may  terminate  the  Work  Contract  and, 
without  cost  to  the  Mexican  Worker,  return  him  to  the 
appropriate  Reception  Center.  Any  such  Worker  shall 
not  be  entitled  to  the  three-fourths  guarantee  for 
any  portion  of  his  contract  and  shall  not  be  eligible 
for  future  contracting  or  recontracting. 

e)  If  a  complaint  from  a  Mexican  Worker  is  re¬ 
ceived  by  the  Secretary  of  Labor  either  direct  or 
through  the  appropriate  Mexican  Consul,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor  shall  cause  a  preliminary  investigation, 


or  upon  the  request  of  the  Mexican  Consul,  a  joint 
investigation  to  be  made. 

f)  If  a  preliminary  investigation  indicates  no  vio¬ 
lation,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  shall  advise  the  appro¬ 
priate  Mexican  Consul  of  his  findings. 

(1)  The  Mexican  Consul  will  then  determine 
whether  he  desires  a  joint  investigation  to  be  made. 
If  the  Mexican  Consul  desires  a  joint  investigation, 
he  will  so  notify  the  Representative  of  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  and  such  joint  investigation  will  be  con¬ 
ducted  without  delay. 

(2)  If  it  is  jointly  determined  by  such  investiga¬ 
tion  that  a  complaint  is  justified  and  that  the  Em¬ 
ployer  fails  or  refuses  to  take  the  necessary  reme¬ 
dial  steps,  the  Secretary  of  Labor  may,  or  upon  the 
request  of  the  Mexican  Consul,  shall  revoke  the  cer¬ 
tification.  Such  revocation  shall  constitute  termina¬ 
tion  of  the  Work  Contract  and  the  Employer  will  be 
required  to  pay  all  his  obligations  under  it.  In  such 
cases,  the  three-fourths  guarantee  provided  in  Arti¬ 
cle  10  of  the  Work  Contract  shall  apply  to  the  full 
duration  of  the  Contract  beginning  with  the  day 
after  the  arrival  of  the  Mexican  Worker  at  the  place 
of  employment  and  ending  with  the  termination  date 
specified  in  the  Contract. 

g)  Where  the  Secretary  of  Labor  receives  a  com¬ 
plaint  from  an  Employer  that  the  Mexican  Worker’s 
services  are  unsatisfactory,  the  procedure  specified 
in  paragraph  (2)  above  shall  be  followed  except  that 
the  Employer,  at  his  request,  shall  have  the  right  to 
a  joint  investigation  of  his  complaint.  If  it  is  jointly 
determined,  in  accordance  with  such  procedure,  that 
the  Employer’s  complaint  is  justified,  the  Employer, 
on  the  basis  of  such  determination,  may,  within  five 
days,  terminate  the  Work  Contract,  notify  the  ap¬ 
propriate  Mexican  Consul  and  the  Representative  of 
the  Secretary  of  Labor  of  such  termination,  and,  with¬ 
out  cost  to  the  Mexican  Worker,  return  him  to  the 
appropriate  Reception  Center. 

h)  Investigations  at  the  regional  level  shall  be  com¬ 
pleted  and  determinations  by  the  Mexican  Consul 
and  the  Regional  Representative  of  the  Secretary  of 
Labor  shall  be  made  not  later  than  ten  days  after 
the  receipt  of  the  complaint  by  the  Regional  Repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

(1)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Regional  Repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Mexican 
Consul  cannot  reach  a  joint  determination  with  re¬ 
spect  to  an  alleged  violation,  the  dispute  shall  be 
referred  without  delay  by  the  Regional  Representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  appropriate 
Mexican  Consul  General  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor 
and  the  Representative  of  the  Mexican  Government 
in  Washington,  respectively,  and  these  latter  officials 
shall  review  the  facts  and  render  a  final  joint  deter¬ 
mination  thereon. 

(2)  If  either  of  the  affected  parties  are  dissatisfied 
with  the  joint  determination  made  by  the  Regional 
Representative  and  the  Mexican  Consul,  he  may 
request  a  review  of  such  decision,  provided  he  gives 
written  notice  (the  Employer  to  the  Secretary  of 
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Labor  and  the  Mexican  Worker  to  the  appropriate 
Mexican  Consul)  of  his  objections  within  five  days 
after  receipt  of  the  decision.  If  such  review  is  re¬ 
quested,  the  dispute  shall  be  referred,  without  delay, 
to  Washington  for  a  final  joint  determination  in 
accordance  with  the  procedure  mentioned  in  the 
preceding  paragraphs. 

i)  During  the  course  of  any  investigation  and  until 
the  procedure  provided  for  in  this  Article  has  been 
exhausted,  the  status  quo  will  be  preserved  in  so 
far  as  practicable,  unless  the  Secretary  of  Labor’s 
Representative  and  the  appropriate  Mexican  Consul 
otherwise  agree. 

j)  Any  Employer  or  Mexican  Worker  who  has  a 
complaint  under  this  Agreement  shall  follow  the  pro¬ 
cedure  established  in  this  Article. 

Article  31 

DEPARTURE  THROUGH  RECEPTION  CENTERS 

Except  as  may  otherwise  be  required  by  the  laws  of 
the  United  States,  any  Mexican  Worker  leaving  the  United 
States  under  conditions  other  than  those  provided  for  in 
this  Agreement  or  the  Work  Contract  shall  be  returned  to 
Mexico  by  the  Department  of  Justice  through  a  Reception 
Center. 

Article  32 

GUARANTEES  BY  UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  guarantees  the 
performance  by  Employers  of  the  provisions  of  this  Agree¬ 
ment  and  Work  Contract  relating  to  the  payment  of  Wages 
and  the  furnishing  of  transportation.  The  Employer 
shall  agree  that  the  Secretary  of  Labor’s  determinations 
as  to  the  Employer’s  indebtedness  for  Wages  and  trans¬ 
portation  costs  shall  be  final  and  binding  upon  him.  The 
Government  of  the  United  States  shall,  with  respect  to 
any  such  amounts  found  to  be  due  from  a  defaulting 
Employer,  pay  to  the  Mexican  Worker  the  amounts  deter¬ 
mined  to  be  due  him  within  twenty  days  after  the  final 
determination  has  been  made  as  to  the  Employer’s  indebt¬ 
edness,  or  as  promptly  as  possible  thereafter. 

Article  33 

APPLICABILITY  OF  CONSULAR  CONVENTIONS 

Article  IX  of  the  Consular  Convention  between  the 
United  States  of  America  and  the  United  Mexican  States 
formalized  by  the  two  Governments  on  August  12,  1942, 
shall  apply  to  Mexican  Workers  with  respect  to  all  rights 
established  therein. 

Article  34 

EXEMPTION  FROM  MILITARY  SERVICE 

Mexican  Workers  who  enter  the  United  States  of  Amer¬ 
ica  under  the  terms  of  this  Agreement  shall  not  be  required 
to  register  for  military  service  in  that  country  and  they 
shall  not  be  accepted  for  military  service.  Form  1-100, 
issued  to  each  Mexican  Worker  by  the  United  States  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice,  shall  constitute  the  proper  identifi¬ 
cation  to  the  local  Selective  Service  Boards  for  exemption 


of  such  Mexican  Workers  from  registration  and  from 
military  service. 

Article  35 

PROTECTION  OF  RIGHTS  UNDER  UNITED  STATES 
LAW 

The  Government  of  the  United  States  of  America  agrees 
to  exercise  special  vigilance  and  its  moral  influence  with 
state  and  local  authorities,  to  the  end  that  Mexican  Work¬ 
ers  may  enjoy  impartially  and  expeditiously  the  rights 
which  the  laws  of  the  United  States  grant  to  them. 

Article  36 

EXCLUSION  OF  INTERMEDIARIES 

In  no  case  shall  private  employment  or  labor  contracting 
agencies  operating  for  profit  be  permitted  to  participate 
in  the  contracting  of  Mexican  Workers. 

Article  37 

JOINT  INTERPRETATIONS 

The  two  Governments  will  issue  joint  interpretations 
of  the  Agreement  and  the  Work  Contract  whenever  they 
deem  it  necessary  and  such  interpretations  shall  be  bind¬ 
ing  on  the  Representatives  of  both  Governments,  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Worker  and  the  Employer. 

Article  38 

GOVERNMENT  ACTION  TO  SUPPRESS  ILLEGAL 
ENTRY 

Both  Governments  acknowledge  that  the  illegal  traffic 
or  the  illegal  entry  of  Mexican  nationals  is  an  element 
which  impedes  the  effective  functioning  of  this  Agree¬ 
ment.  Accordingly,  they  agree  to  enforce  to  the  fullest 
extent  the  provision  of  their  respective  applicable  laws 
and  to  take  all  possible  additional  measures  for  the 
elimination  of  such  illegal  traffic  and  entry  across  the 
International  Boundary. 

Article  39 

TRANSITIONAL  PROVISIONS 

This  Agreement  shall  govern  all  Work  Contracts  en¬ 
tered  into  or  performed  in  whole  or  in  part  after  the 
effective  date  of  this  Agreement  except : 

a)  Work  Contracts  entered  into  prior  to  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  Agreement  without  provisions  for 
reopening,  and 

b)  Work  Contracts  entered  into  prior  to  the  effec¬ 
tive  date  of  this  Agreement  which  contain  a  pro¬ 
vision  authorizing  their  renegotiation  unless  they 
are  renegotiated  in  accordance  with  their  terms. 

Article  40 

DURATION  OF  AGREEMENT 

The  present  Agreement  shall  enter  into  force  by  an 
exchange  of  notes  between  the  two  Governments  and 
shall  continue  in  effect  for  a  period  of  six  months  there¬ 
after. 

Done  in  duplicate,  in  the  English  and  Spanish  languages 
at  Mexico,  D.  F.,  Mexico,  this  11th  day  of  August,  1951. 
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STANDARD  WORK  CONTRACT 


Incorporation  ~by  reference 

1.  This  Work  Contract  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951  and  the  provisions 
of  that  Agreement  are  specifically  incorporated  herein 
by  reference. 

Lodging 

2.  The  Employer  agrees  to  furnish  the  Mexican  Worker, 
without  cost  to  such  Worker,  hygienic  lodgings  adequate 
to  the  climatic  conditions  of  the  area  of  employment  and 
not  inferior  to  those  of  the  average  type  which  are  gen¬ 
erally  furnished  to  domestic  agricultural  workers  in 
such  area.  Such  lodgings  shall  include  blankets  when 
necessary,  and  beds  and  mattresses  or  cots.  Mexican 
Workers  may  not  be  assigned  to  any  lodging  quarters 
in  such  numbers  as  will  result  in  overcrowding  of  the 
premises.  Adequate  sanitary  facilities  to  accommodate 
them  shall  also  be  furnished  by  the  Employer. 

Where  it  is  jointly  determined  under  the  provisions  of 
Article  30  of  the  Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951  that 
the  Employer  has  failed  to  furnish  adequate  lodgings  as 
required  by  the  provisions  of  this  Article  and  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  revokes  the  certification  issued  pursuant  to  Ar¬ 
ticle  7  of  such  Agreement,  the  Employer  shall  be  required 
to  pay  all  his  obligations  under  this  Contract.  In  such 
cases  the  three-fourths  guarantee  provided  in  Article  10 
of  this  Contract  shall  apply  to  the  full  duration  of  the 
Contract  beginning  with  the  day  after  arrival  at  the 
place  of  employment  and  ending  with  the  termination 
date  specified  therein. 

Occupational  risks 

3.  The  Employer  shall  provide  for  the  Mexican  Worker, 
at  no  cost  to  such  Worker,  the  same  guarantees  with  re¬ 
spect  to  medical  care  and  compensation  for  Personal  In¬ 
jury  and  Disease  as  defined  in  Article  1  of  the  Migrant 
Labor  Agreement  of  1951  as  may  be  provided  in  like 
cases  for  domestic  agricultural  workers  under  the  appli¬ 
cable  state  law  for  the  state  in  which  such  Worker  is 
employed  when  such  Personal  Injury  or  Disease  is 
contracted. 

In  the  absence  of  applicable  state  law,  the  Employer 
shall  either  obtain  an  insurance  policy  with  a  company 
satisfactory  to  the  Mexican  Government  or  furnish  to 
the  Mexican  Government  an  indemnity  bond  to  secure  the 
payment  of  benefits,  including  medical,  surgical  and  other 
necessary  care  and  treatment  provided  for  in  this  Article. 
If  the  Employer  can  establish  sufficient  financial  respon¬ 
sibility  for  the  payment  of  benefits  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Mexican  Government,  he  may  assume  such  obligations 
himself  as  self  insurer  and  without  such  bond.  Any  bond 
furnished  under  the  provisions  of  this  Article  shall  be 
obtained  from  a  surety  company  recognized  by  the  United 


States  Treasury  as  authorized  to  secure  Government 
obligations.  Benefits  for  the  Mexican  Worker  shall,  under 
such  insuring  arrangements,  be  no  less  favorable  than 


the  following  schedule: 

Death _ $1,000 

Permanent  and  total  disability _  1,  000 

Loss  of— 

Both  hands _  1,  000 

Both  feet _  1,000 

Sight  of  both  eyes _  1,  000 

One  hand  and  one  foot _  1,  000 

One  hand  and  sight  of  one  eye _  1,  000 

One  foot  and  sight  of  one  eye - -  1,  000 

One  hand  or  one  foot _  500 

Sight  of  one  eye -  500 

Total  loss  of  a  digit _  50 

Partial  loss  of  a  digit -  25 


Cases  not  covered  by  the  above  schedule  shall  be  re¬ 
solved  between  the  Mexican  Worker,  with  the  advice  of 
the  appropriate  Mexican  Consul,  and  the  Employer  in  a 
spirit  of  equity  and  justice  or  by  judicial  decision. 

The  Employer  further  agrees  to  pay  for  all  expenses 
for  hospital,  medicines,  medical  and  surgical  attention, 
and  other  similar  services  necessitated  by  Personal  Injury 
or  Disease. 

In  cases  not  covered  by  applicable  state  law,  the  Mex¬ 
ican  Worker  who  sustains  Personal  Injury  or  Disease 
shall  notify  the  Employer  thereof  personally  or  through 
a  representative,  orally  or  in  writing,  within  thirty  days 
after  the  Personal  Injury  or  Disease  has  manifested 
itself  or  before  the  Worker’s  return  to  Mexico,  whichever 
is  the  sooner. 

Failure  to  give  such  notice  shall  relieve  the  Employer 
of  liability  for  non-statutory  benefits  herein  provided. 
Such  notice  shall  not  be  required  in  cases  in  which  the 
Employer  has  knowledge  of  the  occurrence  of  such  Injury 
or  Disease. 

It  shall  be  the  responsibility  and  duty  of  the  Employer 
to  notify  his  Mexican  Workers  of  the  time  limitation 
within  which  such  notice  must  be  given  to  the  Employer 
as  herein  provided,  or  as  provided  for  by  applicable  state 
law.  Failure  of  the  Employer  to  so  notify  the  Mexican 
Worker  either  before  or  after  occurrence  of  such  Personal 
Injury  or  Disease  shall  constitute  a  waiver  of  any  notice 
requirement  under  this  Contract  and  the  Employer  agrees 
not  to  raise  objection  to  lack  of  timely  notice  of  Personal 
Injury  or  Disease  required  under  any  applicable  State 
Law. 

Payment  of  ivages 

4.  The  Employer  shall  pay  the  Mexican  Worker  not 
less  than  the  prevailing  Wage  Rate  paid  at  the  time  the 
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work  is  performed  for  similar  work  to  domestic  agricul¬ 
tural  workers,  and  in  the  manner  paid,  within  the  area 
of  employment  or  the  Wages  specified  on  the  last  page  of 
this  Contract,  whichever  is  the  greater. 

Where  higher  wages  are  paid  for  specialized  tasks 
such  as  the  operation  of  vehicles  or  machinery,  the  Mexi¬ 
can  Worker  shall  be  paid  such  Wages  while  assigned  to 
such  tasks. 

A  Mexican  Worker  who  does  not  work  on  Sunday  will 
receive  no  W'ages  for  that  day,  it  being  understood  that, 
in  determining  the  wage  scale,  the  payment  of  the  Seventh 
Day,  established  by  Federal  Law  in  Mexico,  has  already 
been  included,  as  is  customary  in  the  United  States.  If 
such  a  Worker  nevertheless  performs  work  on  Sunday,  he 
shall  be  paid  for  such  Sunday  work  at  not  less  than  the 
prevailing  wage  rate  paid  for  similar  work  performed  on 
Sunday  in  the  area  of  employment. 

Where  the  prevailing  practice  is  to  pay  workers  on 
a  piece-rate  basis,  the  Mexican  Worker  shall  he  paid  for 
the  first  forty-eight  hours  of  employment  in  each  type 
of  work  not  less  than  the  initial  hourly  rate  specified 
in  the  Contract,  or  the  piece-work  Wage  Rate,  whichever 
is  the  greater.  After  completion  of  the  first  forty-eight 
hour  period  of  employment  in  work  requiring  reasonably 
similar  skills,  the  Mexican  Worker  shall  thereafter  be 
paid  on  a  straight  piece-rate  basis. 

Whenever  the  Mexican  Worker  is  assigned  to  work  in 
which  the  skill  requirements  are  not  reasonably  similar 
to  any  previous  work  which  he  has  performed  for  forty- 
eight  hours  or  more,  the  48-hour  guarantee  shall  apply 
to  the  new  work  to  which  he  has  been  assigned. 

The  minimum  hourly  Wage  Rate  for  the  first  forty- 
eight  hours  of  employment  provided  for  in  this  Article 
shall  not  apply  either  to  extensions  of  the  Work  Contract 
or  to  a  new  Work  Contract  negotiated  in  connection  with 
a  transfer  between  Employers  except  where  the  work  in 
which  the  skill  requirements  are  not  reasonably  similar 
to  any  previous  work  which  the  Mexican  Worker  has  per¬ 
formed  for  forty-eight  hours  or  more. 

The  pay  period  for  the  Mexican  Worker  shall  be  estab¬ 
lished  at  intervals  no  less  frequent  than  those  established 
for  the  Employer’s  domestic  workers ;  provided  that  in  no 
event  shall  the  Worker  be  paid  less  frequently  than 
bi-weekly. 

Tools  and  equipment 

5.  The  Employer  shall  furnish  the  Mexican  Worker, 
without  cost  to  such  Worker,  all  the  tools,  supplies  or 
equipment  required  to  perform  the  duties  assigned  to  him 
under  this  Contract. 

Deductions 

6.  No  deductions  shall  be  made  from  the  Mexican  Work¬ 
er’s  wages  except  as  provided  in  this  Article.  The  Em¬ 
ployer  may  make  the  folowing  deductions  only : 

a)  Those  provided  by  law: 

b)  Advances  against  Wages ; 

c)  Payment  for  articles  of  consumption  produced 
by  the  Employer  which  may  have  been  purchased 
voluntarily  by  the  Mexican  Worker; 

d)  The  value  of  meals  supplied  by  the  Employer, 
provided  that  the  charge  to  the  Mexican  Worker  shall 


be  at  cost  to  the  Employer  but  in  no  event  shall  costs 
exceed  $1.75  per  day  for  three  meals ; 

e)  Overpayment  of  Wages; 

f)  Any  loss  to  the  Employer  due  to  the  Mexican 
Worker’s  refusal  or  negligent  failure  to  return  any 
property  furnished  to  him  by  the  Employer  or  due 
to  such  Worker’s  willful  damage  or  destruction  of 
such  property ;  provided  that  in  no  case  shall  such 
loss  exceed  the  reasonable  value  of  such  property  at 
the  time  furnished  to  such  Worker  less  normal  wear 
and  tear  and,  in  the  case  of  damaged  property,  its 
reasonable  value  at  the  time  furnished  less  normal 
wear  and  tear  and  less  its  reasonable  value  when 
returned  to  the  Employer ; 

g)  For  insurance  premiums  when  authorized  by 
the  Mexican  Government  under  an  insurance  plan 
covering  non-oceupational  injuries  and  disease  when 
such  plan  has  been  approved  by  that  Government. 

The  deductions  under  b),  c),  e),  and  f)  in  each  pay 
period  shall  not  exceed  ten  per  cent  of  the  total  amount 
of  Wages  earned  in  that  pay  period;  provided,  that  the 
Employer  may  deduct  not  in  excess  of  fifty  per  cent  of 
the  Mexican  Worker’s  Wages  for  any  pay  period  for 
advances  to  the  Mexican  Worker  upon  the  Mexican 
Worker’s  arrival  at  the  place  of  employment  for  food 
and  necessary  clothing;  provided  further,  that  at  the 
termination  of  the  Work  Contract,  or  if  the  Mexican 
Worker  abandons  his  Contract,  the  Employer  may  deduct 
from  such  Worker’s  final  Wage  payment  any  debts  which 
may  be  due  the  Employer  under  subparagraphs  b),  c),  d), 
e)  and  f)  of  this  Article  at  the  time  the  Contract  is 
abandoned  or  terminated. 

Transportation 

7.  Transportation  of  the  Mexican  Worker  from  the 
Reception  Center  at  which  he  was  contracted  to  the 
place  of  employment  and  return  to  the  Reception  Cen¬ 
ter,  as  well  as  food,  lodging  and  other  necessary  expenses 
en  route,  including  up  to  thirty-five  kilograms  of  personal 
articles,  but  not  including  furniture,  shall  be  paid  by  the 
Employer. 

All  transportation  between  the  Reception  Center  and 
the  place  of  employment  shall  be  by  common  carrier  or 
other  adequate  transportation  facilities  provided  that  such 
other  transportation  facilities,  when  used  to  transport 
Mexican  Workers,  shall  have  sufficient  and  adequate  fixed 
seats  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  and  adequate 
protection  against  inclement  weather,  meet  the  same 
safety  requirements  that  are  applicable  to  common  car¬ 
riers,  and  are  covered  by  adequate  insurance  to  protect 
such  Workers  from  injuries  resulting  from  accidents  en 
route.  When  Mexican  Workers  are  transported  by  rail, 
the  Employer  shall  not  be  required  to  provide  first-class 
railroad  accommodations. 

The  failure  of  any  Employer  to  comply  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  Article  and  the  Joint  Interpretations 
thereof  in  the  furnishing  of  transportation  to  the  Mexican 
Worker  shall  constitute  a  violation  of  the  Work  Contract. 
Water  and  fuel 

8.  The  Employer  shall  furnish  potable  water  to  the 
Mexican  Worker  without  cost  to  him  in  sufficient  amount 
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to  satisfy  his  needs  and  at  a  reasonable  distance  from 
the  place  at  which  he  is  performing  his  work  and  from 
the  place  of  lodging  assigned  to  him  by  the  Employer. 
When  fuel  for  heating  is  necessary,  the  Employer  shall 
furnish  sufficient  fuel  ready  for  use  for  the  adequate  heat¬ 
ing  of  the  Mexican  Worker’s  quarters,  without  cost  to 
such  Worker. 

Length  of  agreement 

9.  The  duration  of  this  Work  Contract  shall  be  for 
the  period  of  time  indicated  herein  and  only  in  case 
the  Mexican  Worker  may  not  have  completed  the  specific 
job  assigned  to  him  may  he  be  retained,  with  his  consent, 
for  a  period  of  not  more  than  two  weeks  after  its  expira¬ 
tion  date  without  being  recontracted.  The  work  period 
under  this  Work  Contract  shall  begin  on  the  day  following 
the  Mexican  Worker’s  arrival  at  the  place  of  employment 
in  the  United  States. 

The  Employer  shall,  after  the  expiration  of  the  Work 
Contract,  return  the  Mexican  Worker  to  the  Reception 
Center  from  which  he  was  obtained  as  promptly  as 
possible,  but  in  no  event  later  than  fifteen  days  after 
the  expiration  date.  While  waiting  for  return  transpor¬ 
tation,  the  Mexican  Worker  shall  be  furnished  subsistence 
at  the  expense  of  the  Employer.  The  Employer  agrees  to 
give  the  appropriate  Mexican  Consul  and  the  Representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  ten  days  advance  notice 
of  the  completion  of  any  Work  Contract. 

Employment  guarantee 

10.  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  Work  Contract 
or  in  the  Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951,  the  Employer 
guarantees  the  Mexican  Worker  the  opportunity  for 
employment  for  at  least  three-fourths  of  the  work  days 
of  the  total  period  during  which  the  Work  Contract  and 
all  extensions  thereof  are  in  effect,  beginning  with  the 
day  after  the  Mexican  Worker’s  arrival  at  the  place  of 
employment  and  ending  on  the  termination  date  specified 
in  this  Work  Contract  or  its  extensions,  if  any. 

If  the  Employer  affords  the  Mexican  Worker,  during 
such  period,  less  employment  than  required  under  this 
provision,  such  Worker  shall  be  paid  the  amount  which 
he  would  have  earned  had  he,  in  fact  worked  for  the 
guaranteed  number  of  days.  For  the  purpose  of  computing 
the  guarantee  under  this  Article,  eight  hours  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  a  work  day,  provided  that  any  day  that  such 
Worker  is  absent  on  furlough  authorized  in  accordance 
with  Article  13  of  this  Contract  shall  not  be  considered 
a  work  day  within  the  meaning  of  this  Article.  Where 
wages  are  paid  on  a  piece-rate  basis,  the  Mexican  Worker’s 
average  hourly  earnings  shall  be  used  for  the  purpose  of 
computing  the  amount  due  such  Worker  under  this  guaran¬ 
tee  period. 

In  determining  whether  the  guarantee  of.  employment 
provided  for  in  this  Article  has  been  met,  any  hours 
which  the  Mexican  Worker  fails  to  work  during  the  eight- 
hour  day,  except  Sunday,  when  he  is  afforded  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  do  so  by  the  Employer  and  all  hours  of  work 
performed,  shall  be  counted  in  calculating  the  days  of 
employment  required  to  meet  the  satisfaction  of  this 
guarantee. 


For  each  work  day  (except  Sunday,)  on  which  the 
Mexican  Worker  is  willing  and  physically  able  to  work 
and  is  not  provided  the  opportunity  for  employment  in 
excess  of  four  hours,  he  will  receive  wages  for  the  work 
actually  performed  during  any  such  day  and  in  addition 
subsistence,  without  cost  to  him.  Subsistence  is  defined 
as  three  meals  per  day  or,  where  the  Mexican  Worker 
has  under  Article  12  of  this  Contract  elected  not  to  eat 
at  the  Employer’s  restaurant  facilities,  their  equivalent 
in  cash. 

Right  to  purchase  at  place  of  choice 

11.  The  Mexican  Worker  shall  be  free  to  purchase  arti¬ 
cles  for  his  personal  use,  in  places  of  his  own  choice  and 
shall  be  given  an  opportunity,  once  each  week,  to  go  to 
locations  where  he  can  obtain  the  articles  desired. 

Where  the  location  of  employment  is  not  within  walk¬ 
ing  distance  of  the  town  offering  the  desired  articles  and 
public  transportation  is  not  available,  the  Employer  will 
make  arrangements  for  transportation. 

Meals 

12.  The  Employer,  when  he  maintains  the  necessary 
facilities,  shall  provide  meals  to  the  Mexican  Workers  on 
the  same  basis  as  he  provides  such  facilities  to  domestic- 
workers.  When  the  Employer  furnishes  meals  to  the 
Mexican  Worker,  they  shall  be  furnished  at  cost,  but  in 
no  event  shall  the  charge  to  the  Mexican  Worker  exceed 
«$1.75  for  three  meals. 

The  Mexican  Worker,  within  one  week  after  his  arrival 
at  the  place  of  employment,  shall  decide  whether  he 
wishes  to  obtain  his  meals  at  the  restaurant  of  the  Em¬ 
ployer,  when  the  Employer  maintains  that  facility,  or 
whether  he  desires  to  prepare  his  own  meals.  If  the 
Mexican  Worker  elects  to  prepare  his  own  meals,  the 
Employer  shall  not  be  responsible  for  furnishing  him  with 
utensils  and  facilities.  Where,  however,  the  Employer 
do^s  not  furnish  restaurant  facilities,  lie  shall  furnish, 
without  cost  to  the  Mexican  Worker,  necessary  cooking 
utensils  and  facilities,  including  fuel  ready  for  use  for 
cooking  purposes. 

Furlough  provisions 

13.  Furloughs  for  Mexican  Workers  will  be  granted 
in  individual  cases  with  the  approval  of  the  Employer, 
the  Representative  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the 
appropriate  Mexican  Consul.  Neither  the  Employer  nor 
the  United  States  Government  shall  be  required  to  pay 
the  transportation  expenses  of  Mexican  Workers  to  or 
from  Mexico  in  connection  with  furloughs. 

Discrimination  in  employment 

14.  The  Employer  shall  not  practice  social  or  economic 
discrimination  in  conditions  of  employment  against  the 
Mexican  Worker. 

Responsibility  of  the  Mexican  Worker 

15.  The  Mexican  Worker  shall  not,  except  as  otherwise 
specified  in  this  Work  Contract  and  in  the  Migrant  Labor 
Agreement  of  1951,  accept  employment  with  other  than 
the  contracting  Employer  and  shall  perform  all  agricul¬ 
tural  work  required  of  him  with  proper  application,  care 
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and  diligence,  during  the  period  of  employment  specified 
herein  under  the  direction  and  supervision  of  the  Em¬ 
ployer.  The  Mexican  Worker  shall  not  be  required  to 
work  on  Sunday. 

Whenever  it  is  determined  pursuant  to  Article  30  of 
the  Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951  that  the  Mexican 
Worker  has  not  complied  with  the  provisions  of  this 
Contract,  he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  the  three-fourths 
guarantee  provided  in  Article  10  of  this  Contract. 

Extension  of  contract  and  transfer  of  workers 

16.  This  Work  Contract  may  be  extended  in  accordance 
with  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  26  of  the 
Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951,  and  transfer  of  Mex¬ 
ican  Workers  between  Employers  may  be  effected  sub¬ 
ject  to  Article  27  of  that  Agreement. 

Worker  representation 

17.  Mexican  Workers  employed  under  this  Work  Con¬ 
tract  shall  have  the  right  to  elect  their  own  representatives 
to  maintain  contact  between  themselves  and  the  Employ¬ 
ers,  and  the  latter  must  recognize  them  as  such,  provided 
that  this  Article  shall  not  prohibit  the  Mexican  Worker 
from  individually  contacting  his  Employer,  representa¬ 
tives  of  the  Mexican  Consul  or  Representatives  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  with  respect  to  his  employment  under 
this  Contract. 

Inspections  by  Government  representatives 

18.  The  Employer  agrees  to  give  the  appropriate  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  and  to  officials  of 
the  Department  of  Justice,  access  to  the  place  of  employ¬ 
ment  of  Mexican  Workers  necessary  for  those  officials 
to  carry  out  their  responsibilities  under  the  Migrant  Labor 
Agreement  of  1951  and  under  the  Immigration  laws  of  the 
United  States.  The  appropriate  Mexican  Consul,  when 
exercising  his  rights  under  the  Consular  Convention  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  United  Mexi¬ 
can  States  formalized  by  the  two  Governments  on  August 
12,  1942,  shall  be  given  access  to  the  place  of  employ¬ 
ment  of  the  Mexican  Worker.  It  is  intended  that  the 
visits  of  Mexican  Consuls  under  this  Article  be  coordi¬ 
nated  with  the  appropriate  Representative  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Labor.  The  refusal  of  any  Employer  to  permit 
those  officials  access  to  the  place  of  employment  shall 
constitute  a  violation  of  this  Work  Contract  and  the  Mi¬ 
grant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951. 


Records  of  employment 

19.  The  Employer  agrees  to  keep  minimum  records  in 
regard  to  the  earnings  and  hours  of  employment  of  each 
Mexican  Worker  and  in  such  form  as  may  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  of  Labor.  Such  records  shall  include, 
but  shall  not  be  limited  to,  information  concerning  the 
number  of  hours  worked  each  day,  the  rate  of  pay,  the 
amount  of  work  each  day  when  piece-work  is  performed 
and  the  days  on  which  he  received  subsistence  because 
he  was  unable  to  work  more  than  four  hours  because 
of  inclement  weather  or  because  he  was  not  afforded  the 
opportunity  to  work  more  than  four  hours.  The  Em¬ 
ployer  shall  make  such  records  available  at  any  reason¬ 
able  time  for  inspection  by  the  Representative  of  the 
Mexican  Consul  when  accompanied  by  the  Representa¬ 
tive  of  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  or  the  Representative  of 
the  Secretary  of  Labor. 

Documenatation  costs 

20.  The  Employer  agrees  that  he  will  pay  all  documen¬ 
tation  costs  necessary  for  the  entry  of  the  Mexican  Work¬ 
er  to  the  United  States. 

Joint  determination 

21.  The  Employer  and  the  Mexican  Worker  mutually 
agree  to  be  bound  by  the  joint  determinations  of  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  representative  of  the  Mexican 
Government  in  Washington  pursuant  to  Article  30  of  the 
Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951. 

Beneficiaries  of  Mexican  Worker 

22.  The  person  or  persons  designated  in  this  Work  Con¬ 
tract  by  the  Mexican  Worker  as  his  economic  dependents 
shall  be  the  beneficiaries  of  any  sums  to  which  he,  or 
they,  may  be  entitled  under  this  Work  Contract  or  the 
Migrant  Labor  Agreement  of  1951.  Any  sums  which  may 
become  payable  to  such  beneficiaries  shall  be  paid  in 
accordance  with  Article  IX  of  the  Consular  Convention 
in  force  between  the  United  States  of  America  and  the 
United  Mexican  States. 

Protection  from  immoral  and  illegal  influences 

23.  The  Employer  agrees  to  take  all  reasonable  steps 
to  keep  professional  gamblers,  vendors  of  intoxicating 
liquors  and  other  persons  engaged  in  immoral  and  illegal 
activities  away  from  the  Mexican  Worker’s  place  of 
employment. 
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